A THEORY OF INSTINCTIVE INFORMATION SHARING BEHAVIOUR by WANG DELIANG
  
 
A THEORY OF INSTINCTIVE  









A THESIS SUBMITTED 
FOR THE DEGREE OF DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 
DEPARTMENT OF INFORMATION SYSTEMS 









I hereby declare that this thesis is my original work and it has been 
written by me in its entirety. I have duly acknowledged all the sources of 
information which have been used in the thesis. 










This thesis enjoyed the support and contributions of many people.  
I am deeply indebted to my supervisor, Prof. Chan Hock Chuan for his 
constant advice, support and encouragement throughout all phases of this thesis. 
Prof. Chan has been an invaluable source of inspiration and support for my 
research. His research curiosity and knowledge and sharp observations have 
helped me complete the thesis and improve the quality of the thesis. He has 
always been accessible for discussions and provided guidance and mentoring at 
any time of need. I find working with him extremely enjoyable and rewarding. 
I also wish to express my appreciation to Prof. Heng Cheng Suang and 
Prof. Kim Seung Hyun, who served on my thesis committee. They have devoted 
much time and effort to improve the quality of this thesis. Their insightful 
comments have increased the depth of the theoretical development. 
This thesis could not have been accomplished without departmental 
support. I thank Prof. Teo Hock Hai and Prof. Pan Shan Ling for providing me 
a teaching assistantship and giving me life advice when I need help. I would 
like to thank many other faculty members who have taught me or supported me 
at different stages of my research, especially, Prof. Chen Yuanyuan, Prof. Goh 
Khim Yong, Prof. Hahn Jungpil, Prof. Tan Cheng Yian Bernard and Prof. Xu 
Yunjie. 
This thesis benefited from advice of several faculty members at external 
universities. Prof. Detmar Straub, Prof. Fiona Nah, and Prof. Susanna Ho gave 
me insightful suggestions to improve the theoretical research model and survey 
instruments during their visit to NUS and at some conferences. Prof. Detmar 
Straub, Prof. Robert Kauffman, and several doctoral students also provided 
iv 
 
valuable comments when the thesis proposal was discussed at the ICIS 2011 
Doctoral Consortium. 
I thank my fellow colleagues and friends in NUS for providing me a 
warm and interesting environment to learn and grow. In particular, I would like 
to thank Dr. Yi Cheng, Dr. Chen Jin and Mr. Zou Xiao for our stimulating 
discussions on my research topics. I would also like to thank several doctoral 
students who helped with item sorting procedures. 
I am also grateful to my girlfriend, Dang Zhang, for her encouragement, 
understanding, and support during my busy time working on the thesis. Her 
inspiring love improved my quality of life and provided me a comfortable mood 








Table of Contents 
Declaration........................................................................................................ ii 
Acknowledgements ........................................................................................ iii 
Table of Contents ............................................................................................. v 
Summary ......................................................................................................... xii 
List of Tables .................................................................................................. xv 
List of Figures ............................................................................................... xvii 
Chapter 1 Introduction .............................................................................. 1 
1.1 Strategic Importance of Understanding Information Sharing 
Behaviour ................................................................................... 1 
1.2 Definition of Instincts ................................................................ 2 
1.3 Definition of Information Sharing ............................................. 3 
1.4 Limitations of Current Research ................................................ 4 
1.5 Social Media .............................................................................. 6 
1.6 Scope of the Thesis .................................................................. 11 
1.7 Structure of the Thesis ............................................................. 13 
Chapter 2 Literature Review .................................................................. 15 
2.1 Social Exchange Theory .......................................................... 16 
2.1.1 General Concepts ......................................................... 16 
2.1.2 Key Propositions in SET .............................................. 18 
2.1.3 Classification of Costs ................................................. 20 
2.1.4 Classification of Benefits ............................................. 22 
2.2 Social Capital Theory .............................................................. 26 
2.2.1 General Concepts ......................................................... 26 
2.2.2 Social Capital Dimensions ........................................... 27 
vi 
 
2.2.3 Key Propositions in SCT ............................................. 28 
2.2.3 Constructs in SCT ........................................................ 32 
2.3 Egoism and Altruism ............................................................... 33 
2.4 Theory of Human Motivation .................................................. 34 
2.5 Personality................................................................................ 37 
2.6 Information Behaviour Framework ......................................... 39 
2.7 Indicia of Innate Behaviour ..................................................... 40 
2.7.1 Early and Predictable Individual Development ........... 40 
2.7.2 Underlying Logic Inaccessible to Conscious Reflection
...................................................................................... 43 
2.7.3 Specialized Faculties .................................................... 45 
2.7.4 Universality .................................................................. 50 
2.7.5 Viable Product of Evolutionary Processes ................... 51 
Chapter 3 Theory Development .............................................................. 56 
3.1  Theory of Instinctive Information Sharing .............................. 56 
3.2  The Research Framework ........................................................ 59 
3.2.1 Factors from Social Exchange Theory ......................... 60 
3.2.2 Factors from Social Capital Theory ............................. 60 
3.2.3 Factors from Egoistic and Altruistic Motivations ........ 61 
3.3  Research Hypotheses ............................................................... 61 
3.3.1 Instinct to Share Information on Information Sharing 
Behaviour ..................................................................... 61 
3.3.2 Social Exchange Theory Factors on Information 
Sharing Behaviour ....................................................... 62 
3.3.3 Social Capital Theory Factors on Information Sharing 
Behaviour ..................................................................... 65 
vii 
 
3.3.4 Egoistic and Altruistic Motivation Factors on 
Information Sharing Behaviour ................................... 69 
3.3.5 The Correlation of Personality with Instinct to Share 
Information .................................................................. 71 
Chapter 4 Research Methodology .......................................................... 75 
4.1 Survey Methodology ................................................................ 75 
4.2 A Framework for Instrument Development ............................. 77 
4.3 Operationalization of Constructs ............................................. 82 
4.3.1 Social Exchange Theory Factors ................................. 82 
4.3.2 Social Capital Theory Factors ...................................... 85 
4.3.3 Egoistic and Altruistic Motivation Factors .................. 87 
4.3.4 Personality Traits ......................................................... 89 
4.3.5 Instinct to Share Information ....................................... 90 
4.3.6 Information Sharing Intention and Behaviour ............. 92 
4.4 Conceptual Validation ............................................................. 93 
4.4.1 Content Validity ........................................................... 94 
4.4.2 Conceptual Validity ..................................................... 95 
4.5 The Field Survey ...................................................................... 98 
Chapter 5 Research Study 1 .................................................................... 99 
5.1 Research Model ....................................................................... 99 
5.2 Survey Procedure ..................................................................... 99 
5.2.1 Sample Selection .......................................................... 99 
5.2.2 Survey Administration Procedures ............................ 100 
5.3 Structural Equation Modelling ............................................... 101 
5.4 Testing the Measurement Model ........................................... 104 
5.4.1 Internal Consistency Reliability ................................. 104 
viii 
 
5.4.2 Convergent Validity ................................................... 105 
5.4.3 Discriminant Validity................................................. 107 
5.4.4 Assessing Multicollinearity ....................................... 109 
5.4.5 Common Method Bias ............................................... 110 
5.5 Hypotheses Testing ................................................................ 111 
5.6 Discussion of Model Constructs ............................................ 112 
5.6.1 Social Exchange Theory Constructs .......................... 113 
5.6.2 Social Capital Theory Constructs .............................. 114 
5.6.3 Egoistic and Altruistic Motivation Constructs ........... 114 
5.6.4 Instinct to Share Information ..................................... 114 
5.7 Discussion of Results ............................................................. 115 
5.7.1 Social Exchange Theory Factors ............................... 115 
5.7.2 Social Capital Theory Factors .................................... 116 
5.7.3 Egoistic and Altruistic Motivation Factors ................ 117 
5.7.4 Instinct to Share Information ..................................... 117 
5.8 Further Analyses .................................................................... 118 
Chapter 6 Research Study 2 .................................................................. 121 
6.1 Research Model ..................................................................... 121 
6.2 Survey Procedure ................................................................... 121 
6.2.1 Sample Selection ........................................................ 121 
6.2.2 Survey Administration Procedures ............................ 122 
6.3 Structural Equation Modelling ............................................... 123 
6.4 Testing the Measurement Model ........................................... 124 
6.4.1 Internal Consistency Reliability ................................. 124 
6.4.2 Convergent Validity ................................................... 125 
ix 
 
6.4.3 Discriminant Validity................................................. 126 
6.4.4 Assessing Multicollinearity ....................................... 126 
6.4.5 Common Method Bias ............................................... 126 
6.5 Hypotheses Testing ................................................................ 132 
6.6 Further Analyses .................................................................... 133 
6.7 Discussion of Model Constructs ............................................ 134 
6.7.1 Social Exchange Theory Constructs .......................... 134 
6.7.2 Social Capital Theory Constructs .............................. 136 
6.7.3 Egoistic and Altruistic Motivation Constructs ........... 136 
6.7.4 Personality Traits ....................................................... 138 
6.7.5 Instinct to Share Information ..................................... 138 
6.8 Discussion of Results ............................................................. 140 
6.8.1 Social Exchange Theory Factors ............................... 140 
6.8.2 Social Capital Theory Factors .................................... 140 
6.8.3 Egoistic and Altruistic Motivation Factors ................ 141 
6.8.4 Personality Traits ....................................................... 142 
6.8.5 Instinct to Share Information ..................................... 142 
Chapter 7 Research Study 3 .................................................................. 144 
7.1 Research Model ..................................................................... 144 
7.2 Survey Procedure ................................................................... 144 
7.2.1 Sample Selection ........................................................ 144 
7.2.2 Survey Administration Procedures ............................ 145 
7.3 Structural Equation Modelling ............................................... 149 
7.4 Testing the Measurement Model ........................................... 149 
7.4.1 Internal Consistency Reliability ................................. 149 
x 
 
7.4.2 Convergent Validity ................................................... 155 
7.4.3 Discriminant Validity................................................. 155 
7.4.4 Assessing Multicollinearity ....................................... 155 
7.4.5 Common Method Bias ............................................... 155 
7.5 Hypothesis Testing................................................................. 156 
7.6 Further Analyses .................................................................... 157 
7.7 Discussion of Model Constructs ............................................ 159 
7.7.1 Social Exchange Theory Constructs .......................... 159 
7.7.2 Social Capital Theory Constructs .............................. 160 
7.7.3 Egoistic and Altruistic Motivation Constructs ........... 160 
7.7.4 Personality Traits ....................................................... 161 
7.7.5 Instinct to Share Information ..................................... 161 
7.8 Discussion of Results ............................................................. 163 
7.8.1 Social Exchange Theory Factors ............................... 163 
7.8.2 Social Capital Theory Factors .................................... 163 
7.8.3 Egoistic and Altruistic Motivation Factors ................ 164 
7.8.4 Personality Traits ....................................................... 164 
7.8.5 Instinct to Share Information ..................................... 164 
Chapter 8 Conclusion ............................................................................ 166 
8.1 Contributions.......................................................................... 166 
8.1.1 Theoretical Contribution ............................................ 166 
8.1.2 Practical Contribution ................................................ 168 
8.2 Potential Limitations .............................................................. 168 
8.2.1 Threats to Internal Validity ........................................ 169 
8.2.2 Threats to Construct Validity ..................................... 169 
xi 
 
8.2.3 Threats to Statistical Conclusion Validity ................. 170 
8.2.4 Threats to External Validity ....................................... 171 
8.3 Directions for Future Research .............................................. 171 
8.3.1 Additional Constructs and Relationships ................... 172 
8.3.2 Replication across Different Contexts, Users, 
Nations/Cultures ........................................................ 172 
8.3.3 Extension to Related Research Topics ....................... 173 






Information sharing plays a critical role in our society today. It provides 
the basis for people to understand the world better. Without information sharing, 
an individual cannot gain knowledge from others. This thesis seeks to unravel 
factors affecting human information sharing behaviour. Three streams of 
literature were reviewed to identify important determinants of intention to share 
information: (1) the social exchange perspective, (2) the social capital 
perspective, and (3) the egoistic and altruistic motivation perspective. In 
addition to the above three perspectives, a new theoretical perspective was 
proposed in this thesis. This perspective examined the instinctive aspect of 
information sharing behaviour. The important determinants identified for the 
four perspectives were integrated into a coherent conceptual framework for this 
research. 
Two research contexts are used to examine the research model for this 
thesis. One is online forums and the other is social media. Online forums are 
traditional information sharing platforms in the Internet. Users post useful 
information in the forums to share with others. Social media use the latest Web 
2.0 concept. They are also online platforms for people to share opinions and 
user generated contents with others. The “social” aspect is emphasised more in 
social media. 
A survey methodology was adopted for this thesis. The survey 
instrument was developed using a process of conceptual construct validation. 
There were three studies for this thesis. In the first study, the questionnaire was 
administered to university students using online forums as the research context. 
In the second study, the questionnaire was administered at Amazon Mechanical 
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Turk using social media as the research context. In the third study, the 
questionnaire was administered to university students using social media as the 
research context. The responses for all the three studies were subject to a process 
of empirical construct validation. Partial Least Squares was used for assessing 
the psychometric properties of the constructs and testing the hypotheses. The 
relative contribution of each theoretical perspective to explain information 
sharing intention was also evaluated. 
Results showed strong support for our conceptual framework. In terms 
of predictive ability, social capital theory explained most of the variance in 
information sharing intention. This was followed by social exchange theory and 
egoistic and altruistic motivation perspectives. Social capital factors, including 
reciprocity, specific computer self-efficacy, experience in information sharing 
in social media, pro-sharing norms, and commitment, had significant effects on 
information sharing intention. Social exchange factors, including loss of 
knowledge power, enjoyment in helping others, reciprocity and image, were 
also significant in the model. Motivation factors, including enjoyment, 
reciprocity, image, self-enhancement and advancement of social media were 
significant predictors of information sharing intention. Most importantly, the 
instinctive aspect of information sharing, instinct to share information, was 
significant when other factors were included in the models. 
These findings have important implications for theory, methodology, 
and practice. The results contribute towards building a theory of instinctive 
information sharing. In terms of methodology, this study offers validated 
measures for the examination of information sharing intention. In particular, the 
three studies developed and improved the measurement items for the new 
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construct of instinct to share information. The findings help online forums and 
social media providers understand the information sharing behaviour of the 
users better. With this better understanding, they can improve the features of the 
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Chapter 1 Introduction 
Understanding information sharing behaviour is of great importance in 
today’s competitive environment. An individual can only have a limited amount 
of information. In order to understand the world better, one has to communicate 
with others to obtain more information. However, this also depends on whether 
others are willing to share their information. This thesis seeks to understand the 
mechanisms behind human information sharing behaviour. Chapter 1 provides 
the motivation and the context for this thesis. The first part of the chapter 
emphasises the strategic importance of understanding information sharing 
behaviour and highlights current limitations of research on information sharing. 
The second part of the chapter provides the context for this thesis by describing 
what a social media is and examining the information sharing behaviour in the 
social media. Last, it discusses the scope of this thesis. 
1.1 Strategic Importance of Understanding Information 
Sharing Behaviour 
Information sharing behaviour has been extensively studied in the 
literature (Bock, Zmud, Kim, & Lee, 2005; Constant, Kiesler, & Sproull, 1994; 
Kankanhalli, Tan, & Wei, 2005; Wasko & Faraj, 2005). Several perspectives 
have been adopted to study information sharing behaviour in organizations. 
These include social exchange theory (Kankanhalli et al., 2005), social capital 
theory (Kankanhalli et al., 2005; Wasko & Faraj, 2005), personal belief and 
institutional structures (Bock et al., 2005), and pro-social transformation 
(Constant et al., 1994). Since most of the existing theories and models follow 
the utilitarian principle to evaluate human behaviour, the main determinants for 
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information sharing behaviour are cost and benefit factors, and also contextual 
factors. There is an assumption that humans are rational and always try to 
maximize their own benefits. 
Research in evolutionary and behavioural psychology has shed light that 
children, even very young children, have a biological inclination to share 
resources and useful information with others (Fehr, Bernhard, & Rockenbach, 
2008; Wade, 2009; Warneken & Tomasello, 2006, 2009). With humans’ innate 
biological inclination to cooperate and share resources and information, the 
underlying principle of modern economics needs to be revisited (Eastwood, 
2010). Humans may not always be rational, but are cooperative by nature. 
People are generally inclined to share information and cooperate without 
explicit benefits involved. These principles actually give us “an evolutionary 
advantage rather than the tendency towards competitive individualism” (Anwar, 
2010; Eastwood, 2010; Wade, 2009). This cooperative nature suggests new 
directions to study information sharing behaviour. 
Information sharing behaviour plays a fundamental role in the online 
communities and social media. They are the core online activity in the current 
information age. Given the strategic importance of information sharing 
behaviour, it is imperative to develop a fuller understanding of it so as to provide 
useful knowledge to aid the work of IT service providers, high-level managers 
in the organizations, technology policy community, and information systems 
researchers. 
1.2 Definition of Instincts 
The concept of instincts seems to have originated in ancient times with 
attempts to define a clear-cut difference between humans and animals. Human 
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behaviour was said to be governed by reasoning, and animal behaviour to 
depend upon instinct. The prescientific concept of instincts was not based on 
any natural observations. It was developed by “the demands of philosophical 
systems based on supernatural conceptions of nature” (Beach, 1955, p. 403). 
Although there are many opponents among psychologists to the concept of 
instincts, nowadays “the concept of instincts as complex, unlearned patterns of 
behaviour is generally accepted in clinical, social, and experimental psychology” 
(Beach, 1955, p. 404). Instinctive behaviour is unlearned and instincts differ 
from reflexes in that instincts depend on “the pattern or organization of the 
stimulus”, whereas “reflexes are elicited by stimulation of localized groups of 
sensory endings” (Beach, 1955, p. 404; Lashley, 1938). Examples of instinctive 
behaviour are: “homing of pigeons, migratory behaviour of fishes, web-
weaving of spiders, dancing reactions of the honey-bee returning to the hive 
laden with nectar, and mating responses in domestic hens” (Beach, 1955, p. 404). 
1.3 Definition of Information Sharing 
The term “information sharing” has a long history. Traditionally, it 
referred to one-to-one exchanges of data between a sender and a receiver. There 
are many implementations of such information exchanges. Electronic data 
interchange is one of them. It involves direct computer-to-computer exchange 
of standardised, structured business documents between organizations for the 
purpose of performing business transactions (Hinge, 1988). With the emergence 
of Internet and knowledge management systems, we formally define 
“information sharing” as an activity through which information is exchanged 




In the Data-Information-Knowledge-Wisdom Pyramid, the structural 
and functional relationships between data, information, knowledge, and wisdom 
were presented (Rowley, 2007; Zins, 2007). Information is defined as “data that 
are endowed with meaning and purpose” while knowledge is “a fluid mix of 
framed experience, values, contextual information, expert insight and grounded 
intuition that provides an environment and framework for evaluating and 
incorporating new experiences and information” (Wallace, 2007). This 
distinction sets the boundary for this research. In this dissertation, we focus on 
the behaviour of information sharing. This is more general than existing 
research on knowledge sharing. By doing so, we hope that the research results 
are more generalizable. 
1.4 Limitations of Current Research 
Considerable research effort has been expanded to understand 
information and knowledge sharing behaviour. Based on computerized searches 
from the ABI/Inform Abstracts International databases, we found more than 
630,000 international journal articles on information sharing. However, despite 
the broad interest and a vast literature, our understanding of instinctive 
information sharing behaviour in particular remains relatively undeveloped. 
Reasons for the undeveloped state of instinctive information sharing literature 
include: 
 The “nature versus nurture” debate is on-going in the behavioural 
sciences and “continues to be an exciting and fundamental point of on-
going scientific dispute” (Spink, 2010). For a long time, scholars from 
different scientific disciplines have argued about the nature and nurture, 
and the role of instinct in determining behaviour. And this important 
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debate continues today (Spink, 2010). However, currently researchers 
seldom apply the nature versus nurture debate to fully understand 
information sharing behaviour. 
 Most researchers studied knowledge sharing behaviour in the 
organizational context. Less research has been done to understand 
information sharing behaviour in virtual communities. However, the 
information sharing behaviour with colleagues in the same organization 
would be different from that with strangers online. Thus, there is a lack 
of knowledge to understand how people share information online. The 
models and theories of organizational knowledge sharing behaviour may 
not be fully applicable to online information sharing behaviour with 
unknown people. 
 There were no reliable and valid measures for instinctive information 
sharing behaviour. The current measures are only for information 
sharing in general and not specific to examine the instinctive aspect of 
information sharing. Moore and Benbasat (1991) argued that well-
defined constructs based on theory, and the operationalization of these 
constructs through measures with high degrees of reliability and validity 
are prerequisites for developing a cumulative tradition in information 
systems (Keen, 1980). 
 Researchers constrained themselves to apply only a single theoretical 
perspective in their studies of information sharing behaviour. There is a 
recent trend among information systems scholars that no single theory 
is sufficient to understand human behaviour. Theoretical perspectives 
relating to the biology and ecology have been less attended to in the 
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understanding of information sharing behaviour than might be desired. 
Therefore, there is a lack of use of multiple theoretical perspectives in 
information sharing research to prevent the adoption of one framework 
and the limiting of one’s scope of inquiry. 
This thesis seeks to address the concerns highlighted above. It noted that 
information sharing behaviour cannot be fully understood without careful 
conceptualization and measurement of related variables, and without 
considering the biological, ecological, and environmental content within which 
it takes place. Given the complex, context-sensitive nature of information 
sharing behaviour, it is important for researchers to specify a clear set of 
concepts related to information sharing behaviour that they want to investigate. 
We begin our modest efforts in this direction by first describing the information 
sharing behaviour in our research context. 
1.5 Social Media 
There seems to be some confusion among researchers and the general 
public on the term “social media”. People tend to view it interchangeable with 
related concepts of Web 2.0 and User Generated Content. Therefore, we will 
take a closer look at the three concepts and make a clear definition for the term 
“social media” before we move on to discuss the details. 
The term Web 2.0 was first used in 2004 to “describe a new way in 
which software developers and end-users started to utilize the World Wide Web” 
(O'Reilly, 2005). It is a platform in which contents and applications are no 
longer created and published by individuals. Instead, they are continuously 
developed or improved by all the users in a participatory and collaborative 
fashion (A. M. Kaplan & Haenlein, 2010). Web 2.0 can be described in three 
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parts: rich Internet application, web-oriented architecture, and social Web. Rich 
Internet applications are “Web-based applications that have some 
characteristics of graphical desktop applications” (Kay, 2009). Web-oriented 
architecture is a key part in Web 2.0. It is “a substyle of service-oriented 
architecture that leverages Web architecture” (Gartner, 2013b). Social Web 
provides “the universe of opportunities available for people to actively 
participate in open group activities on the Web” (Gartner, 2013a). It is the 
human social aspect of Web 2.0. 
User generated content achieved broad popularity in 2005. It describes 
“the various forms of media contents that are publicly available and created by 
end-users” (A. M. Kaplan & Haenlein, 2010). Three central characteristics are 
proposed by the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development to 
identify a possible spectrum of user generated content (OECD, 2007). First, it 
should be published “on a publicly accessible website or a page on a social 
networking site only accessible to a select group of people” (OECD, 2007). 
Second, there should be a certain amount of “creative effort put into creating 
the work or adapting existing works to construct a new one” (OECD, 2007). 
Third, it should be created “outside of professional routines and practices” 
(OECD, 2007). 
The benefits to the contributors of user generated content are less direct 
compared to those for the content hosts (A. M. Kaplan & Haenlein, 2010). 
Therefore, many sites have used different incentives to encourage participation. 
These can be categorized into implicit incentives and explicit incentives. 
Implicit incentives are intangible, such as social incentives. Users generate 
contents because they feel good as active members of a community, such as 
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Facebook or Twitter. For Youtube, users can share videos in their personal life 
with others. In this case, the incentive is the ability to connect users with others. 
In some other sites, users may earn status or levels within the sites when they 
reach a certain level of participation. Yahoo! Answers and Baidu Knows are 
examples using this type of implicit incentive. Implicit incentives incur very 
little cost for the content host site, but they require a large enough existing 
community before they can work. Explicit incentives are tangible rewards, such 
as payment, entry into a contest, a voucher, or frequent flyer miles. They can 
have immediate values regardless of the community size. Amazon Mechanical 
Turk is using this type of incentive to encourage participation from users. 
However, it may cause over justification effect and make the users feel that the 
only reason for participation is for the explicit incentives. This would reduce the 
influence of other forms of motivation and this is when they start to lose interest. 
It is also costly for the content host site to retain long-term contributors with 
explicit incentives. 
The term “social media” can then be defined based on the above 
understanding of Web 2.0 and user generated content. We hereby define “social 
media” as “a group of Internet-based applications that build on the ideological 
and technological foundations of Web 2.0, and that allow the creation and 
exchange of user generated content” (A. M. Kaplan & Haenlein, 2010). 
Based on the theories in media research (social presence, media richness) 
and social processes (self-presentation, self-disclosure), a classification scheme 
was created for social media (A. M. Kaplan & Haenlein, 2010). There are three 
levels for social presence/media richness and two levels for self-
presentation/self-disclosure. Combining both dimensions leads to the 
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classification of social media as in Table 1.1. Blogs and collaborative projects 
such as Wikipedia have the lowest social presence and media richness because 
they are mainly text-based and there is little communication and exchange 
between users in these social media. Social networking sites such as Facebook 
and content communities such as YouTube have the medium level of social 
presence and media richness. They enable the sharing of pictures, videos and 
other forms of media in addition to the basic text-based communication and 
exchange. On the highest level of social presence and media richness, there are 
virtual social worlds such as Second Life and Virtual game worlds such as 
World of Warcraft. In these social media, most dimensions of face-to-face 
communication are replicated in the virtual environment. For the self-
presentation and self-disclosure dimension, collaborative projects, content 
communities and virtual game worlds have low scores because they do not need 
to disclose much personal information. In contrast, blogs, social networking 
sites and virtual social worlds need users to present and disclose more about 
themselves. 
Table 1.1 Classifications of Social Media 
 Social presence / Media richness 



























In order to understand the functionality of social media, a honeycomb of 
seven functional building blocks was proposed (Kietzmann, Hermkens, 
McCarthy, & Silvestre, 2011) as in Figure 1.1. The identity block represents 
“the extent to which users reveal their identities in a social media setting” 
(Kietzmann et al., 2011). It includes disclosing personal information such as 
name, age, gender, location, and other information which reveals the identity of 
users in certain ways. The conversations block represents “the extent to which 
users communicate with other users in a social media setting” (Kietzmann et al., 
2011). This is the primary purpose of some social media. People use these social 
media to find like-minded people, to build self-esteem, or to be on the cutting 
edge of new ideas or trends. Some people use social media to make their voice 
heard and try to positively impact “humanitarian causes, environmental 
problems, economic issues or political debates” (Beirut, 2009). The sharing 
block represents “the extent to which users exchange, distribute, and receive 
content” (Kietzmann et al., 2011). The word “social” implies that the exchanges 
between users are crucial for social media to function well. This is the reason 
why they meet online and link with each other. The presence block represents 
“the extent to which users can know if other users are accessible” (Kietzmann 
et al., 2011). This includes knowing the location of others, in the virtual world 
and/or in the real world, and the availability of them. Some social media have 
the status line showing “available” and some may allow “hidden” status for 
those who are online but do not want others to know. The relationships block 
represents “the extent to which users can be related to other users” (Kietzmann 
et al., 2011). Here, “relate” means that two or more users use the social media 
to converse, meet up, or simply add into the friend or fan list. The reputation 
11 
 
block represents “the extent to which users can identify the standing of others, 
including themselves, in a social media setting” (Kietzmann et al., 2011). It may 
mean differently on different social media. In most cases, it means the 
trustworthiness of the users. The groups block represents “the extent to which 
users can form communities and sub-communities” (Kietzmann et al., 2011). 
When a network becomes more social, there will be larger groups of friends or 
users or followers in the social media. 
Figure 1.1 The Honeycomb of Social Media 
 
1.6 Scope of the Thesis 
To-date, studies of information sharing behaviour have focused on the 
organizational context and applied a single theory to understand the behaviour. 
The observations in evolutionary and behaviour psychology about young 
children’s biological inclination to share information with others present new 
opportunities in examining information sharing behaviour with new 













sharing behaviour, this thesis employs a rigorous approach to examine the 
influence of instinctive perspective on information sharing behaviour. 
This thesis is novel in several ways: 
 It attempts to integrate existing literature on information sharing into a 
coherent framework for understanding information sharing behaviour. 
 It tries to understand information sharing behaviour from an instinctive 
perspective. 
 It seeks to determine the relative contribution of each theoretical 
perspective in explaining information sharing behaviour. 
 To our knowledge, the instinctive perspective has yet to be employed in 
studies examining information sharing behaviour. Studies in 
information sharing behaviour have focused mainly on understanding 
different motivations, cost and benefit incentives and contextual factors.  
 To our knowledge, there are no rigorous empirical studies on how the 
instinct plays a role in shaping information sharing behaviour. 
This thesis aims to yield the following contributions: 
 Provide a comprehensive understanding of information sharing 
behaviour in the context of social media. 
 Contribute towards theory building in information sharing research. 
 Allow social media companies to formulate strategies to attract more 
useful information sharing. 
 Develop and validate survey instruments on the new biological 





1.7 Structure of the Thesis 
In this opening chapter, we have highlighted the significance of 
information sharing and the emergence of social media. The strategic 
importance of understanding information sharing behaviour was discussed. This 
was followed by definitions of important terms relevant to our study. We have 
also identified the limitations of current research and justified the need to study 
and model the instinctive perspective influencing information sharing behaviour 
from the contributor’s point of view. Therefore, we propose a study to be carried 
out to develop models, operationalize the constructs, and empirically validate 
them to explain the instinctive information sharing behaviour. The subsequent 
chapters of the thesis are organized as follows: 
Chapter 2: A review of existing literature on information sharing and 
knowledge management to identify the research gap in this area 
and theories and constructs that form the conceptual framework 
of the thesis. 
Chapter 3: Presents the research framework incorporating a new theoretical 
perspective to understand human information sharing behaviour. 
Hypotheses are also formulated based on these theoretical 
foundations. 
Chapter 4: Presents the task and results of survey instrument development 
process. It includes the operationalization of independent and 
dependent variables for the model. It also describes the 
conceptual validation process. 
Chapter 5: Employs statistical techniques to examine the psychometric 
properties of the theoretical constructs and to test the research 
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hypotheses for Study 1. The descriptive statistics as well as data 
analysis results and interpretation of findings for Study 1 are also 
presented. Further analyses are conducted to interpret the results 
in different online forums. 
Chapter 6: Employs statistical techniques to examine the psychometric 
properties of the theoretical constructs and to test the research 
hypotheses for Study 2. The descriptive statistics as well as data 
analysis results and interpretation of findings for Study 2 are also 
presented. Further analyses are conducted to assess the 
contributions of each theoretical perspective. 
Chapter 7: Employs statistical techniques to examine the psychometric 
properties of the theoretical constructs and to test the research 
hypotheses for Study 3. The descriptive statistics as well as data 
analysis results and interpretation of findings for Study 3 are also 
presented. Further analyses are conducted to assess the 
contributions of each theoretical perspective. 
Chapter 8: Summarises the thesis in terms of its contributions to theory and 




Chapter 2 Literature Review 
This chapter reviews the selection of literature relevant to our study. The 
literature review has four main objectives: (1) to introduce theories which could 
help explain information sharing behaviour in social media; (2) based on theory 
and prior research, to identify variables which are key to a better understanding 
of information sharing behaviour; (3) to serve as a source of explanation of 
phenomenon observed in model and hypothesis testing; and (4) to help position 
the current study with respect to prior and on-going research in related fields. 
This chapter firstly provides a review of theories that can help to explain 
information sharing behaviour in social media, mainly social exchange theory 
(SET) and social capital theory (SCT). The chapter starts with justification of 
why these two theories are relevant to our study. We explain the concepts of 
SET including costs and benefits of social exchange. Then we present a 
classification of costs, important costs for information sharing, a classification 
of benefits and important benefits for information sharing. After that, we 
describe SCT and its dimensions. We then review the literature related to 
egoism and altruism and theory of human motivation and examine how they are 
related to information sharing behaviour. Literature related to personality traits 
is also reviewed to examine its relationship with information sharing behaviour. 
Next, we review an important information behaviour theoretical 
framework, which draws on extensive research from anthropology, 
evolutionary psychology, cognitive archaeology, and many other evolution 
oriented scientific fields. We examine the latest thinking in the on-going debate 
about how humans have evolved cognitively and developed behaviour that are 
instinctive while also being affected by social and cultural factors. This is very 
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important in understanding how information sharing behaviour evolves and 
develops over human lifetime. Lastly, in order to argue that information sharing 
behaviour is innate, we review five indicia of innate behaviour from the 
literature. These indicia are first applied to language, morality, and law to 
examine the innate foundation of the above behaviour. After that, they are 
applied to examine information sharing behaviour to show that information 
sharing behaviour is also innate. 
2.1 Social Exchange Theory 
2.1.1 General Concepts 
SET is used to explain human behaviour in social exchanges. There are 
two main differences between social exchanges and economic exchanges (Blau, 
1964). First of all, social exchange is defined as “the exchange of activity, 
tangible or intangible, and more or less rewarding or costly, between at least 
two persons” (Homans, 1961, p. 13). In a social exchange, there is no obligation 
specified. A person does another person a favour and there is no clear 
expectation of exact future return, although there is a general expectation for 
some future return (Blau, 1964). However, in an economic exchange, there is 
an underlying formal contract that sets the exact quantities to be exchanged and 
exact return to be obtained. Secondly, “social exchange assumes the existence 
of relatively long-term relationships of interest”, while economic exchange 
assumes that it takes place between people on a one-off basis (Molm, 1997). 
Information sharing satisfies the above two conditions of social exchange. The 
quantity and value of information shared cannot be specified and there is no 
clear expectation of future return for sharing information with others. In 
addition, information sharing in the social media usually entails relatively long-
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term relationships. Therefore, we will apply SET to understand information 
sharing behaviour. 
The original SET did not treat information as an exchange resource 
(Jarvenpaa & Staples, 2000). However, researchers from information systems 
have already viewed information sharing through the lens of SET. Constant et 
al. (1994) used some concepts from SET and social cognitive theory to examine 
the factors which promote pro-social attitudes and encourage information 
sharing in technologically advanced organizations. They found that pro-social 
attitudes mediate the relationship between rational self-interest and attitudes 
towards information sharing. Jarvenpaa and Staples (2000) extended their ideas 
to study the use of electronic media for information sharing. They explored 
more antecedents and found that organizational variables such as information 
culture and information ownership would predict the use of collaborative media 
to share information. Kankanhalli et al. (2005) employed SET to identify a set 
of cost and benefit factors to understand the usage of electronic knowledge 
repositories by knowledge contributors. The results revealed that information 
self-efficacy and enjoyment in helping others significantly impact the usage of 
electronic knowledge repositories by knowledge contributors. 
Social exchange theory posits that human relationships are shaped based 
on perceived costs and benefits. Individuals evaluate alternative courses of 
action so that they obtain the greatest benefit at the lowest cost from any 
transaction (Hall, 2001). The root for this theory is in economics, psychology 
and sociology, such as rational choice theory (Elster, 1986) and structuralism. 
The principle for predicting behaviour can be expressed as (Molm, 1997): 
Behaviour (Profits) = Rewards of interaction – Costs of interaction 
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However, in social exchanges, the value of rewards and costs are difficult to 
quantify.  
Here, we review the several key propositions and constructs in the 
theory. 
2.1.2 Key Propositions in SET 
Homans (1974) proposed several propositions to understand the social 
behaviour in terms of rewards and punishments. The success proposition states 
that “for all actions taken by persons, the more often a particular action of a 
person is rewarded, the more likely the person is to perform that action” 
(Homans, 1974, p. 16). This means that no matter what is the reason for a person 
to perform an action, once he has performed it and it is proven successful, the 
person would repeat the action in future. Therefore, in terms of information 
sharing behaviour, this means that a person will be more likely to share 
information with others if the person gets rewarded for doing so.  
The second proposition is the stimulus proposition. It states that “if in 
the past the occurrence of a particular stimulus, or set of stimuli, has been the 
occasion on which a person’s action has been rewarded, then the more similar 
the present stimuli are to the past ones, the more likely the person is to perform 
the action, or some similar action, now” (Homans, 1974, p. 23). This shows that 
if the circumstances for the successful action happen again, the action would be 
quite likely to repeat. Thus, if a person has been successfully rewarded for the 
information sharing behaviour under certain situations, when the situation 
repeats, the person is likely to share information again. 
The value proposition states that “the more valuable to a person is the 
result of his action, the more likely he is to perform the action” (Homans, 1974, 
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p. 25). Here, rewards refer to actions with positive values and punishments refer 
to actions with negative values. If sharing information can generate more 
rewards than punishments, the person may choose to share the information with 
others. 
The deprivation-satiation proposition states that “the more often in the 
recent past a person has received a particular reward, the less valuable any 
further unit of that reward becomes for him” (Homans, 1974, p. 25). With this 
proposition, if a person receives certain reward for sharing information very 
recently, he will not find that reward so valuable in another information sharing 
behaviour in the near future. 
The aggression-approval proposition has two parts. Proposition A: 
“When a person’s action does not receive the rewards as expected, or receives 
punishment he did not expect, he will be angry; he becomes more likely to 
perform aggressive behaviour, and the results of such behaviour become more 
valuable to him” (Homans, 1974, p. 37). In this case, if a person does not get 
the reward he expects, he will become frustrated and thus may not want to share 
information in future. Proposition B: “When a person’s action receives the 
reward they expected, especially a greater reward than they expected, or does 
not receive punishment he expected, he will be pleased; he becomes more likely 
to perform approving behaviour, and the results of such behaviour become more 
valuable to him” (Homans, 1974, p. 39). When a person gets the reward he 
expected after sharing information, he will be happy and will continue sharing 
more information with others in future. This benefits both parties involved in 
the information sharing process. 
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The rationality proposition states that “in choosing between alternative 
actions, a person will choose that one for which, as perceived by him at that 
time, the value of the result multiplied by the probability of getting the result is 
the greater” (Homans, 1974, p. 43). This proposition shows that when sharing 
information, a person may evaluate several options to decide whether and how 
much information to share with others. Information sharing behaviour is usually 
assumed to be intentional and benefit-oriented (Bock et al., 2005; Constant et 
al., 1994; Kankanhalli et al., 2005; Wasko & Faraj, 2005). Therefore, for 
information sharing behaviour, people are assumed to evaluate the costs and 
benefits before making the decision on whether to share information with others 
(Blau, 1964; Emerson, 1962; Homans, 1958). This demonstrates the influence 
of rational choice theory on human behaviour. 
2.1.3 Classification of Costs 
During the social exchange process, costs can be seen as negative 
outcomes resulting from the exchange process or resources to be given to 
exchange partners. In economics and accounting, there are different ways to 
classify costs, such as tangible and intangible costs, marginal costs, and sunk 
costs. In this study, we classify costs as opportunity costs, investment costs, the 
actual loss of a material resource, and costs intrinsic to behaviour itself (Molm, 
1997). Opportunity costs are the costs of any activity measured in terms of the 
value of the next best alternative forgone. Examples of opportunity costs are the 
time and effort which could be used for other purposes (Kankanhalli et al., 2005; 
Markus, 2001). Investment costs are costs associated with acquiring a certain 
kind of resource. For example, the cost of learning a new skill is considered 
investment cost. During the social exchange, the contributor may also feel a loss 
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of unique value or information that is exchanged with others. In this case, loss 
of knowledge power is an example of actual loss of resources (Davenport & 
Prusak, 1998; Gray, 2001). There are costs intrinsic to the performance of some 
exchange behaviour such as fatigue, pain, and unpleasantness. All exchange 
behaviour entails opportunity costs, but the other three categories of costs 
depend on the exchange resource. Based on this classification of costs, we list 
some costs of information sharing in social media. 
Loss of knowledge power is the “perception of power and unique value 
lost” due to knowledge contribution (Gray, 2001; Kankanhalli et al., 2005, p. 
123). In the organizational context, research showed that employees may regard 
their knowledge as a source of power within the organization (Orlikowski, 
1993). Their knowledge can reflect on their value and influence in the 
organization. When sharing information with others, the contributors may lose 
their power or unique value when others also know the information (Gray, 2001; 
Thibaut & Kelley, 1986). This would affect the behavioural intention to share 
information. According to past research, one barrier to knowledge sharing is 
loss of knowledge power due to knowledge contribution (Davenport & Prusak, 
1998; Orlikowski, 1993). People may feel that they can benefit more by keeping 
the information to themselves rather than by sharing it. Therefore, loss of 
knowledge power is an important cost to consider when evaluating information 
sharing behaviour. 
Information sharing in social media involves formulating or codifying 
the information. This can entail costs to the contributor as an expense of time 
and effort (Ba, Stallaert, & Whinston, 2001; Constant, Sproull, & Kiesler, 1996; 
Markus, 2001). The time and effort required to share information can be 
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considered as an opportunity cost. Orlikowski (1993) observed a situation 
where consultants avoided information sharing due to high opportunity cost. 
Additional requests for clarification and assistance accompanying information 
sharing from the contributors can also increase the information sharing effort 
(Goodman & Darr, 1998). 
2.1.4 Classification of Benefits 
Based on SET, rewards or benefits are produced by providing outcomes 
of positive value (Molm, 1997). Benefits can be considered as motivators since 
a person may be moved towards a behaviour by the expectation of positive 
outcomes for the performance of the behaviour. There are two common ways to 
classify benefits. One is to distinguish between intrinsic versus extrinsic 
motivation. The other is to distinguish among hedonic, utilitarian, and social 
outcomes (Venkatesh & Brown, 2001). 
Motivation theory suggests that there are two main classes of motivators: 
intrinsic and extrinsic (Deci & Ryan, 1980; Vallerand, 1997). Intrinsic 
motivation is the pleasure and satisfaction derived from a specific behaviour. It 
comes from within the individual and is sought as an end in itself, for example, 
appreciating a nice piece of music. Extrinsic motivation is not an end in itself 
but serves as a means to an end. It comes from external sources and the 
motivation itself, such as money, serves as a means to other ends, for example, 
buying something desired. Much research has studied extrinsic and intrinsic 
motivations as primary drivers of behaviour (Vallerand, 1997), including 
technology adoption and usage (Davis, Bagozzi, & Warshaw, 1992; Venkatesh 
& Brown, 2001; Venkatesh & Speier, 1999) and knowledge sharing 
(Kankanhalli et al., 2005; Osterloh & Frey, 2000). 
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In consumer behaviour research, consumer value could be assessed on 
two important dimensions: utilitarian value and hedonic value (Babin, Darden, 
& Griffin, 1994; Batra & Ahtola, 1990; Dhar & Wertenbrooh, 2000). Utilitarian 
value results from the conscious pursuit of an intended goal. There is an 
emphasis on utility, rationality, and task-relatedness for utilitarian value. In the 
IS literature, utilitarian outcomes are related to productivity contingency 
constructs such as relative advantage and perceived usefulness which have 
emerged as the strongest predictors of IS adoption and usage (Davis, 1989; 
Igbaria, Inatelli, Crag, & Cavaye, 1997). For example, the utilitarian outcomes 
of personal computer adoption at home include “application for personal use, 
utility for children, and utility for work-related use” (Venkatesh & Brown, 
2001). 
In consumer behaviour research, hedonic value refers to “the pleasure 
derived from the consumption, or use, of a product” (Babin et al., 1994; 
Holbrook & Hirschman, 1982). It is more subjective than utilitarian value and 
includes feelings of fun, pleasure, and excitement. In the IS literature, hedonic 
outcomes include perceived enjoyment as an antecedent of IS usage (Venkatesh, 
2000) and applications for fun (e.g. computer games and music) as an 
antecedent of PC adoption (Venkatesh & Brown, 2001). 
A third type of outcome is social outcomes (Fisher & Price, 1992; 
McCracken, 1988; Tauber, 1972). Utilitarian and hedonic outcomes mentioned 
above only involve one-self, but social outcomes need others to be realized. 
Social outcomes can be extrinsic or intrinsic in nature. Examples of extrinsic 
social outcomes include gain in status or image while an intrinsic social 
outcome is altruism. Among social outcomes, image has been well studied in 
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the IS literature (Kankanhalli et al., 2005; Karahanna, Straub, & Chervany, 1999; 
Moore & Benbasat, 1991; Venkatesh & Davis, 2000). 
The second classification is related to the first classification in that 
utilitarian outcomes are related to extrinsic motivation while hedonistic 
outcomes are related to intrinsic motivation (Venkatesh & Brown, 2001). Social 
outcomes can be either extrinsic or intrinsic motivators but they depends on 
others to be realized. Because this classification can be subsumed under the first 
one, for this thesis, we use the first classification for the benefits of information 
sharing in social media. Based on this classification of benefits, we list some 
benefits of information sharing in social media. 
Enjoyment in helping others is an intrinsic benefit of information 
sharing. It is derived from the concept of altruism. Altruism is defined as “an 
aspect of human motivation that is present to the degree that the individual 
derives intrinsic satisfaction or psychic rewards from attempting to optimize the 
intrinsic satisfaction of one or more other persons without conscious expectation 
of participating in an exchange relationship whereby those ‘others’ would be 
obligated to make similar or related satisfaction optimization in efforts in return” 
(Smith, 1981). It exists when people derive intrinsic enjoyment from helping 
others without expecting any return (Krebs, 1975; Smith, 1981). There has been 
much debate on whether true altruism is possible. The theory of psychological 
egoism suggests that “no act of sharing, helping, or sacrificing can be described 
as truly altruistic, because the actor may receive an intrinsic reward in the form 
of personal gratification” (Feinberg, 2008). Although there may be very few 
cases of absolute altruism, relative altruism is more prevalent (Smith, 1981). 
People who share information may be motivated by relative altruism based on 
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their desire to help others (Davenport & Prusak, 1998). Prior research showed 
that people who share information with others may gain pleasure by 
demonstrating their own altruistic behaviour (Wasko & Faraj, 2000). 
The most tangible extrinsic benefit is economic incentives for 
information sharing. Economic incentives are considered an extrinsic benefit 
because they provide a better lifestyle for an individual. In the organizational 
context, knowledge contributors may receive increased pay, bonuses, job 
security, or career advancement in return of their information sharing behaviour 
(Ba et al., 2001; Beer, Nohria, & May, 2000; Hall, 2001). The American 
Productivity Quality Centre’s website provides examples of reward schemes for 
information sharing in organizations (APQC, 2001). Several consulting 
companies have also made information sharing one of the basic criteria of 
employees’ performance evaluation (Davenport & Prusak, 1998). 
Organizations also give longer term or more secure jobs to those employees 
who contribute more knowledge in the organizations (Hall, 2001). 
Reciprocity is another extrinsic benefit associated with social exchange 
(Kankanhalli et al., 2005; Kollock, 1999; Wasko & Faraj, 2000). It serves as a 
motivational mechanism for people to share information (Connolly & Thorn, 
1990). Reciprocity is a central concept in SET (Blau, 1964). Prior research 
showed that reciprocity is a benefit for information sharing because the 
contributors expect future help from others (Connolly & Thorn, 1990; Kollock, 
1999). It also showed that those who helped others more frequently in online 




Image is an important extrinsic benefit with social exchange. It refers to 
the perception of increase in reputation (Constant et al., 1996; Kollock, 1999). 
When sharing information in a community, people can let others know that they 
are knowledgeable with valuable expertise (Ba et al., 2001). They can earn 
respect from others (Kollock, 1999) and gain a better prestige (Constant et al., 
1996). 
2.2 Social Capital Theory 
2.2.1 General Concepts 
Social capital has multiple definitions, interpretations, and uses. Early 
definitions focused on the degree to which social capital as a resource should be 
used for public good or for the benefit of individuals. Social capital is defined 
as “resources embedded in a social structure that are accessed and/or mobilized 
in purposive action” (Lin, 2001, p. 29). This definition has three critical 
components: the resources, being embedded in a social structure, and action. In 
comparison, physical capital refers to “physical objects” and human capital 
refers to “the properties of individuals” (Putnam, 2000, p. 19). Social capital 
differs from other forms of capital in that social capital is embedded in the social 
realm. It refers to “the connections among individuals (social networks)” 
(Putnam, 2000, p. 19) and the value that arises from them. Therefore, it consists 
of both the network and the assets that may be mobilized through the network 
(Bordieu, 1986). The term “social capital” first appeared in community studies 
as the basis for trust, cooperation, and collective action in the communities 
(Jacobs, 1965). It was also used to study the set of resources in family and 
community social organizations useful for young children (Loury, 1977). Social 
media provide the social network platform for people to share and exchange 
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information. Therefore, it is important to understand SCT for our study of social 
media. 
2.2.2 Social Capital Dimensions 
Social capital has three dimensions: structural, cognitive, and relational 
(Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). 
The structural dimension of social capital refers to “the overall pattern 
of connections among actors” (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). It deals with the 
properties of the social system and the network of relations as a whole. It relates 
to an individual’s ability to make weak and strong ties to others within a system. 
It is about whom people can reach through the network and how they can be 
reached (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). This dimension focuses on the character 
of the connection between individuals. 
The cognitive dimension of social capital refers to the cognitive 
resources providing shared representations, interpretations, and systems of 
meaning among parties (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). It focuses on the shared 
meaning and understanding that individuals or groups have with one another. 
Examples of these cognitive resources include shared language and codes, and 
shared narratives. “A person’s cognitive capital develops as he or she interacts 
over time with others sharing the same practice and learns the skills, knowledge, 
specialized discourse, and norms of practice” (Wasko & Faraj, 2005, p. 41). 
Therefore, cognitive capital includes both “individual expertise, or mastery of 
the language within the practice”, and “experience with applying the expertise” 
(Wasko & Faraj, 2005, p. 41). 
The relational dimension of social capital refers to “the affective nature 
of the relationships within a collective” (Wasko & Faraj, 2005, p. 42). It focuses 
28 
 
on the character of the connection between individuals. It exists when members 
have a strong identification with the collective (Lewicki & Bunker, 1996), trust 
others within the collective (Putnam, 1995b), perceive an obligation to 
participate in the collective (Coleman, 1990), and recognize and abide by its 
cooperative norms (Putnam, 1995a). 
2.2.3 Key Propositions in SCT 
The social capital theory “focuses on the resources embedded in one’s 
social network and how access to and use of such resources benefit the 
individual’s actions” (Lin, 2001, p. 55). The theory applies in an imperfect 
market where the diffusion of information about the goal is less than perfect 
(Lin, 2001). The SCT has seven propositions. 
(1) The Social-Capital Proposition: “The success of action is positively 
associated with social capital” (Lin, 2001, p. 60). It means that “better social 
capital accessed and used will tend to lead to a more successful outcome” (Lin, 
2001, p. 60). In the social media, people with better social capital are more 
knowledgeable and responsible and have a more intensive social network with 
others. Thus, they may tend to share more information with others. 
(2) The Strength-of-Position Proposition: “The better the position of 
origin, the more likely the actor will access and use better social capital” (Lin, 
2001, p. 64). It means that “people in better social positions will have the 
advantage in accessing and mobilizing social ties with better resources” (Lin, 
2001, p. 64). Here, the position of origin refers to both ascribed and attained 
positions of the actor. Ascribed position is inherited by the actor, usually from 
parents. Attained positions are acquired and occupied by the actor (Lin, 2001). 
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In the social media, if people are popular among others, they would gain more 
information from others and have a wider social network to use. 
(3) The Strength-of-Strong-Tie Proposition: “The stronger the tie, the 
more likely that the social capital accessed will positively affect the success of 
expressive action” (Lin, 2001, p. 65). The strength of a relationship among those 
with social ties reflects “their degree of intensity, trustworthiness, reciprocity, 
and acknowledged obligations” (Granovetter, 1973). Thus, if the relationship is 
stronger, it is more likely to share and exchange resources between the two. In 
the social media, if people have stronger relationships with others in the social 
network, they can expect to share and exchange more information with others. 
This is quite intuitive as people are more willing to share information with 
whom they are more familiar with, have more trust with, and have some 
reciprocity relationships with. 
(4) The Strength-of-Weak-Tie Proposition: “The weaker the tie, the 
more likely ego will have access to better social capital for instrumental action” 
(Lin, 2001, p. 67). Generally speaking, people in a social circle tend to have 
similar information. In order to reach another social circle, ego would need to 
“find ties that link the two circles” (Lin, 2001, p. 67). “The tie between two 
individuals is weaker because each individual participates in a different social 
circle” (Lin, 2001, p. 67). Thus, weaker ties are characterized by less intimacy, 
less intensity, less frequent contact, fewer obligations, and weaker reciprocal 
relationships (Granovetter, 1973, 1983; Lin, 2001). As ego reaches out for 
weaker ties, ego would reach towards either the upper or the lower end of the 
hierarchical structure. This allows access to wider resource heterogeneity. 
Prestige principle states that “individuals prefer to associate with others of 
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somewhat higher social status” (Laumann, 1966). Thus, ego would tend to 
prefer interacting with the upper end of the hierarchical structure. Therefore, 
weaker tie can make ego “have access to better social capital (at least in terms 
of resource heterogeneity and upper reachability)” (Lin, 2001, p. 67). In the 
social media, if people have weaker relationship with others in one social circle, 
they may tend to look for other social circles to join and expand their access to 
different types of information and probably information of higher quality. 
(5) The Strength-of-Location Proposition: “The closer individuals are to 
a bridge in a network, the better social capital they will access for instrumental 
action” (Lin, 2001, p. 69). A social bridge in this proposition is defined as “a 
linkage between two individual actors in a social network, the absence of which 
would cause the breakup of a cluster into two separate clusters, each of which 
has two or more individual actors” (Lin, 2001, p. 70). The bridge allows 
individual actors in one cluster to have access to resources embedded in the 
actors in another cluster that otherwise would not be accessible. Thus, if 
individuals are closer to a bridge in a network, they will have access to better 
social capital in both their own network and the other network which the bridge 
is linking to (Lin, 2001). In the social media, if people are more familiar with 
the linkage between one social network and another, they may have access to 
more information in both networks. They can also share information with 
people in the other social network linked with the bridge. 
(6) The Location-by-Position Proposition: “The strength of a location 
(in proximity to a bridge), for instrumental action, is contingent on the resource 
differential across the bridge” (Lin, 2001, p. 71). Location near a bridge may 
not be very useful if it simply leads to nodes that have similar or less valued 
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resources. Therefore, “access to better social capital tends to occur for an 
individual actor who occupies a location closer to a bridge that links the actor 
to those in relatively higher hierarchical positions” (Lin, 2001, p. 71). In the 
social media, people who are close to the linkage to another better social 
network have access to better information shared from that network. 
(7) The Structural Contingency Proposition: “Networking (tie and 
location) effects are constrained by the hierarchical structure for actors located 
near or at the top and bottom of the hierarchy” (Lin, 2001, p. 74). This is better 
illustrated with Figure 2.1. Ego 1, near the upper ceiling, has limited opportunity 
to reach upward if he or she chooses vertical access. Ego 3, near the lower 
ceiling, also has limited opportunities to access vertically in either direction. 
Ego 2, in the middle range of the hierarchy, should have the advantages of both 
extensive upper reaches and opportunities to achieve such access (Lin, 2001). 
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2.2.3 Constructs in SCT 
Expertise refers to the skills and abilities possessed by an individual. It 
is one type of cognitive capital. In the context of social media, even if an 
individual is motivated to share information with others, it is still subject to 
whether the contributor has the requisite knowledge and expertise to share. 
Experience in the field refers to the length of time an individual has been 
exposed to the field. This is also a cognitive capital because individuals with 
more experience in the social media are likely to better understand how their 
expertise is relevant. 
A norm represents “a degree of consensus in the social system” 
(Coleman, 1990). It exists when the socially defined right to control an action 
is held by the community and not by the actor. In this study, pro-sharing norms 
are a type of relational capital. Prior research showed that several pro-sharing 
norms can enhance the exchange of intellectual capital. These include norms of 
teamwork (Starbuck, 1992), willingness to value and respond to diversity, 
openness to criticism, tolerance for failure (Leonard-Barton, 1995) and 
collaboration and sharing (Goodman & Darr, 1998; Jarvenpaa & Staples, 2000; 
Orlikowski, 1993). 
Commitment refers to “a duty or obligation to engage in future action 
and arises from frequent interaction” (Coleman, 1990). This is a relational 
capital because it can accrue to a collective. Commitment to a collective, such 
as social media, shows “a sense of responsibility to help others within the 
collective on the basis of shared membership” (Wasko & Faraj, 2005, p. 42). 
Reciprocity is “a sense of mutual indebtedness, so that individuals 
usually reciprocate the benefits they receive from others, ensuring on-going 
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supportive exchanges” (Shumaker & Brownell, 1984). This is also a relational 
capital. Even though the exchanges in social media occur through weak ties 
between strangers, there is evidence of “reciprocal supportiveness” (Wellman 
& Gulia, 1999). 
One thing to note is that, there is an overlap of two concepts between 
SET and SCT, commitment and reciprocity. Both are relational capital and 
commitment is a type of cost while reciprocity is a type of benefit. In our study, 
we conceptualize reciprocity as an individual level extrinsic benefit of 
information sharing based on SET because it would operate at individual level 
of exchange. We conceptualize commitment as a relational capital because it 
can better reflect it as a feature of the community. There is no conflict here 
because individual perceptions of commitment and reciprocity agree with 
community level norms most of the time. 
2.3 Egoism and Altruism 
Another theoretical perspective to examine the motivation of 
information sharing is through egoism and altruism. 
Egoism is the theory that one’s self is, or should be, the motivation and 
the goal of one’s own action (Feinberg, 2008). The egoistic motivation is “the 
concern for self or self-interest” (Yu, Jiang, & Chan, 2011). We define the 
egoistic motivation towards information sharing as the motivation to share 
information for the purpose of achieving personal benefits (Cropanzano, 
Goldman, & Folger, 2005). We use four aspects of egoistic motivation in our 
study: self-enhancement, image, enjoyment, and reciprocity. 
Self-enhancement refers to “the belief that one’s ego will grow and 
develop” (Yu, Jiang, & Chan, 2007) when the person’s information sharing 
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makes a difference to others. It is a positive effect related to ego (Clary et al., 
1998) and drives individuals by giving them a sense of self-importance (Mowen 
& Sujan, 2005). It is an internal development process “achieved by maintaining 
or increasing positive feelings” of the person himself or herself (Yu et al., 2011). 
This is different from image because image reflects an external evaluation of 
the person. 
The other three aspects of egoistic motivation have been discussed 
earlier in the thesis. They have one thing in common that they are all for the 
interest of the person himself. Image can improve one’s reputation. Enjoyment 
can make one feel happy. Reciprocity can make one expect to be helped by 
others in the future. 
Altruism is the principle or practice of concern for the welfare of others. 
Altruistic motivation is to provide something of value to a party who must be 
anyone but one’s self (Yu et al., 2011). The motivation to advance social media 
is a motivation by individuals that serves to maintain social media or increase 
the welfare of social media as a whole. With this motivation, community 
members are encouraged to participate because they believe such behaviour will 
increase the overall welfare of the community (Batson, Ahmad, & Tsang, 2002). 
2.4 Theory of Human Motivation 
Many researchers in psychology have raised various theories in 
explaining humans’ motivations. Maslow (1970) developed the Theory of 
Human Motivation and it still remains valid today for analysing human 
motivation, personality and personal development. According to the Theory of 
Human Motivation, different needs were portrayed in the pyramid with the most 
fundamental needs (physiological needs) at the bottom and the most advanced 
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needs (self-actualization) at the top (see Figure 2.2). The pyramid is divided into 
five levels from bottom to top: physiological needs, safety needs, belongingness 
and love needs, esteem needs and need for self-actualization. Maslow suggests 
that the most basic level of needs must be fulfilled before humans have the 
strong desire to fulfil upper level of needs (Maslow, 1987). 
Figure 2.2 Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs 
 
Physiological needs are the most essential requirement for human survival. 
If they are not met, the human body cannot function well. Such needs include 
breathing, food, water, sex, sleep, homeostasis and excretion. When the above 
physiological needs are satisfied, the safety needs become dominant. Examples 
of safety needs are “security, stability, dependency, protection, freedom from 
fear, from anxiety and chaos, need for structure, order, law, limits, strength in 
the protector, and so on” (Maslow, 1987, p. 18). 
SELF -
ACTUALIZATION     
fulfilment




LOVE                               
family, friendship, spouse, lover
SAFETY
security, dependency, protection, need 
for law, freedom from fear
PHYSIOLOGICAL                             
breathing, water, food, sleep, warmth, excretion
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After the physiological and safety needs are gratified, “there will emerge 
the love and affection and belongingness needs” (Maslow, 1987, p. 20). This 
belonging and love needs include friendship, intimacy and family. Such needs 
are essential for people to form and maintain emotional relationship with others. 
“Any good society must satisfy this need, one way or another, if it is to survive 
and be healthy” (Maslow, 1987, p. 20). 
The next level of needs is esteem needs. This level of needs refers to 
“the desire for a stable, firmly based, usually high evaluation of themselves, for 
self-respect or self-esteem, and for the esteem of others” (Maslow, 1987, p. 21). 
These needs can be classified into two sets. The first set of esteem needs include 
“the desire for strength, achievement, adequacy, mastery and competence, 
confidence in the face of the world, and independence and freedom” (Maslow, 
1987, p. 21). The second set of esteem needs include “the desire for reputation 
or prestige, status, fame and glory, dominance, recognition, attention, 
importance, dignity, or appreciation” (Maslow, 1987, p. 21). The first set is the 
need for self-respect and the second set is the need for respect from others. 
Humans usually have the first set of esteem needs first before having the second 
set of esteem needs. 
The highest level of needs is the need for self-actualization. “What 
humans can be, they must be. They must be true to their own nature” (Maslow, 
1987, p. 22). This need is called self-actualization. It refers to “people’s desire 
for self-fulfilment, namely, the tendency for them to become actualized in what 
they are potentially” (Maslow, 1987, p. 22). For example, one may have the 
strong desire to be a good parent, and another one may express the needs in a 
great invention. The emergence of the need for self-actualization usually occurs 
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after the physiological, safety, love and belongingness, and esteem needs are 
satisfied (Maslow, 1987). 
2.5 Personality 
Human motivation is highly related to personality. In order to 
understand information sharing behaviour better, literature on personality is 
reviewed. A well-established classification of personality dimensions is the Big 
Five personality traits (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Big Five personality traits are 
five broad dimensions used to describe human personality. They are openness 
to experience, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism. 
Openness to experience refers to “the active seeking and appreciation of 
experiences for their own sake” (Costa & McCrae, 1992). It describes “the 
breadth, depth, originality, and complexity of an individual’s mental and 
experiential life” (John, Naumann, & Soto, 2008, p. 120). People with high 
scores are curious and creative. They have good imagination and unusual ideas. 
They are also good at thinking in symbols and abstractions without experience. 
People with low scores tend to be more conventional, conservative and resistant 
to change. They like things to be plain and straightforward (McCrae & Costa, 
1987). 
Conscientiousness refers to “the degree of organization, persistence, 
control and motivation in goal directed behaviour” (Costa & McCrae, 1992). It 
describes “socially prescribed impulse control that facilitates task- and goal-
directed behaviour, such as thinking before acting, delaying gratification, 
following norms and rules, and planning, organizing, and prioritizing tasks” 
(John et al., 2008, p. 120). People with high scores tend to be self-disciplined 
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and well-planned. They desire to do things well. People with low scores tend to 
be unplanned, less goal-oriented, and less driven by success. 
Extraversion refers to “the quantity and intensity of energy directed 
outwards into the social world” (Costa & McCrae, 1992). It implies “an 
energetic approach towards the social and material world and includes traits 
such as sociability, activity, assertiveness, and positive emotionality” (John et 
al., 2008, p. 120). People with high scores are active in human interactions and 
social gatherings. People with low scores tend to be more reserved and less 
outspoken. They like to work by themselves. 
Agreeableness refers to “the kinds of interactions an individual prefers 
from compassion to tough mindedness” (Costa & McCrae, 1992). It “contrasts 
a prosocial and communal orientation towards others with antagonism and 
includes traits such as altruism, tender-mindedness, trust, and modesty” (John 
et al., 2008, p. 120). People with high scores tend to be kind, sympathetic, 
cooperative, warm and considerate. They believe that most people are honest, 
decent, and trustworthy. People with low scores are less concerned with others’ 
well-being. They tend to be distant, unfriendly, and uncooperative. 
Neuroticism “identifies individuals who are prone to psychological 
distress” (Costa & McCrae, 1992). It “contrasts emotional stability and even-
temperedness with negative emotionality, such as feeling anxious, nervous, sad, 
and tense” (John et al., 2008, p. 120). People with high scores are emotionally 
reactive and vulnerable to stress, anxiety and sadness. People with low scores 





2.6 Information Behaviour Framework 
In order to understand human information behaviour better, a theoretical 
framework was proposed to understand “how information behaviour evolved 
and emerged as a human instinct and intelligence” (Spink, 2010, p. 9). For 
humans, instinct is generally understood as “the innate part of behaviour that 
emerges without any training or education in humans” (Spink, 2010, p. 35). 
Behaviour is now seen within an evolutionary and developmental framework 
with “a recalibrated notion of inheritance and an expanded appreciation of 
development, the true nature of instinctive behaviour reveals itself” (Blumberg, 
2005, p. 224). There are two elements in a particular behaviour. One is 
instinctive and the other is shaped by human development as “inherited 
environmental and experiential factors that reliably shape development from 
generation to generation” (Blumberg, 2005, p. 224). Geary also argues that 
“behaviour has both instinctive mechanisms that operate at the subconscious 
level and also a mechanism driven by environmental and developmental 
influences that shape behaviour” (Geary, 2004). 
Based on the above views of behaviour, information sharing behaviour 
is shaped by an instinctive basis and influenced by environmental, cultural and 
developmental factors. Initially, the instinctive dimensions form the core of 
information sharing behaviour with “instinctive mechanisms operating at a 
subconscious level” (Spink, 2010, p. 41). No one explicitly teaches children to 
share information with others. Gradually, information sharing behaviour is 
shaped by environmental and cultural dimensions when children grow up. 
These dimensions are quite complicated to understand because they involve 
many different aspects. Further research needs to be done to fully develop a 
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theoretical framework for the two dimensions and how instinctive and 
environmental dimensions interact with each other. 
2.7 Indicia of Innate Behaviour 
In order to argue that information sharing behaviour is innate, some 
criteria need to be established from the literature to examine innate behaviour. 
Based on a review of research into the innate foundations of language, morality, 
and law, five indicia have been identified to show that a behaviour is innate. 
They are: “(1) evidence that the behaviour occurs early and predictably in 
individual development, (2) evidence that the underlying logic of the behaviour 
is inaccessible to conscious reflection (dumbfounding), (3) evidence of the 
presence of specialized capabilities that are particularly well-suited to carrying 
out the behaviour, (4) evidence that the behaviour occurs in all societies 
(universality), and (5) evidence that the behaviour could be a product of 
evolutionary processes” (Guttentag, 2009, p. 285). Next, we will discuss each 
of these indicia of the innate foundations of a given behaviour and how each of 
them fits for language, morality, and law. Then we will extend the indicia to 
examine the extent to which they are present when people share information. 
2.7.1 Early and Predictable Individual Development 
The early and predictable expression of a behaviour in individual 
development supports the claim that the behaviour is innate. For example, all 
human beings achieve developmental milestones at about the same age (Kagan, 
1975). If this pattern of early and predictable development for a behaviour is 
observed in every culture, it is unlikely that the behaviour is influenced by the 
culture (Guttentag, 2009). 
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In the context of language, research shows that “young children are 
precociously facile at learning the complex grammatical rules of language” 
(Chomsky, 1975). One research studied the language of children in worker 
camps at Hawaii (Bickerton, 2009). The workers were from a variety of cultures 
and did not speak a common language. However, at these camps, “the children 
injected grammatical complexity where none existed before, resulting in a 
brand-new, richly expressive language” (Bickerton, 2009; Pinker, 1994). 
Researchers also observed “the ability of children to create a grammatically 
complex language, even in the absence of an adult model language” (Guttentag, 
2009). When the Sandinistas took control of Nicaragua, deaf children in the 
country were moved to shared living quarters for the first time (Pinker, 1994). 
Although they had never been taught a formal language, these children and their 
successive generations “gradually developed a unique and grammatically robust 
sign language with which to communicate” (Senghas, 2004). For the existence 
of a language instinct, “the early and predictable expression of grammatical 
fluency” provides evidence of the influence of innate language predispositions 
(Guttentag, 2009). 
In the context of morality, there is also evidence of early and predictable 
moral behaviour, suggesting the existence of a moral instinct. Young children 
of three or four years old “have strong views about what types of behaviour are 
fair and unfair, appropriate and inappropriate” (Turiel, 1983). In addition, there 
seems to be no difference in morality from children of different cultures (Hauser, 
2006). Therefore, there is an innate foundation of morality. For the existence of 
a moral instinct, the early and predictable expression of moral intuitions 
provides evidence of the influence of innate moral predispositions. 
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In the context of law, research shows that “the behaviours related to 
creating and sustaining legal systems appear early and predictable in individual 
development” (Guttentag, 2009). Young children have already known how to 
distinguish “between rules that have the attributes of moral systems and rules 
that have the attributes of legal systems” (Turiel, 1983). Children also rely on 
legal systems when playing games. They frequently organize their play by using 
flexible, two-tiered systems of rules. This is the same way as “people rely on a 
flexible system of social rules to organize their behaviour in legal systems” 
(Piaget, 1932). Research in the laboratory and the playground shows that 
“children are innately predisposed to participate in a normative system which 
appears to be an early expression of a legal system” (Guttentag, 2009). 
In the context of information sharing, research also shows evidence of 
early and predictable information sharing behaviour. For example, in one study, 
when infants saw an adult looking for something, if they knew the location, they 
would point it to the adult (Liszkowski, Carpenter, Striano, & Tomasello, 2006). 
In this case, the infants knew the information and see it was needed. They would 
share the information with others instinctively. Such behaviour appeared early 
and even before the parents started teaching children the rules of polite 
behaviour. In another observational study, 43 2-child families were observed at 
home to see the sharing, helping, comforting and cooperative behaviour by 
young siblings towards one another (Dunn & Munn, 1986). The second child 
was between 18 to 24 months old. The results showed that the children of 18 to 
24 months old frequently shared material objects owned by them with their 
siblings if the objects were needed. They also assisted their siblings by giving 
information to help them with a task. Therefore, evidence from scientific 
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research (H. L. Rheingold, Hay, & West, 1976; Warneken & Tomasello, 2006) 
suggests that children are innately predisposed to share information with others. 
2.7.2 Underlying Logic Inaccessible to Conscious Reflection 
A second indication of the innate foundations of behaviour is that 
“people behave in a predictable and nuanced manner based upon a logic that is 
inaccessible to conscious reflection” (Haidt, 2000). We assume that innate 
behaviour is less likely than other behaviour to be the product of conscious 
reflection. In addition, although there might be other reasons to explain why a 
behaviour is produced without conscious awareness, once it is brought to 
conscious awareness, the underlying logic of the behaviour could be more easily 
explained than that of an innate behaviour (Guttentag, 2009). When people are 
dumbfounded, they are not able to provide a reasonable explanation for their 
unconscious behaviour. 
In the context of language, “few people can accurately explain the subtle 
grammatical details that a native speaker abides by without conscious reflection” 
(Pinker, 1994). The morality is also inaccessible to conscious reflection. A well-
known example of dumbfounding in morality is provided by people’s sensitivity 
to the context in the “trolley problem” (Thomson, 1976). A trolley is hurtling 
down a track towards five people. The driver notices that the brakes have just 
failed. The track has a spur leading off to another track with one person on it. 
The drive can turn the trolley, killing the one; or he can refrain from turning the 
trolley, killing the five. Most people would say that the driver should turn the 
trolley to kill only one person instead of five. Another scenario is that, someone 
is on a footbridge over the trolley tracks and sees the trolley approaching is out 
of control. He also sees the five people on the track. The only way to stop the 
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trolley is to drop something heavy into its path to block it. However, the only 
available heavy weight is a fat man, watching the trolley from the footbridge as 
well. He can push the fat man onto the track in the path of the trolley, killing 
the fat man; or he can refrain from doing this, letting the five die. Most people 
would not want to push someone off the bridge to achieve the same outcome, 
that is, to save the five people. In these two quite similar scenarios, people can 
make two different moral decisions. However, it is virtually impossible for 
people to justify clearly why they distinguish between these two scenarios 
(Hauser, 2006). Therefore, it supports the claim that the moral decision making 
is innate. 
When it comes to law, research has suggested that “the complex logic 
underlying participation in a legal system is also inaccessible to conscious 
reflection” (Guttentag, 2009, p. 293). “People tend to be quite facile at and have 
strong intuitions about participation in a legal system, even though such 
participation engages a complex and nuanced suite of behaviour” (P. H. 
Robinson & Kurzban, 2007). Meanwhile, very few people can explain the logic 
underlying the basis for their participation in a legal system. This is not only for 
ordinary people, but also for active participants in the legal system. “Even 
skilled lawyers felt that, though they know the law, there is much about law and 
its relations to other things that they cannot explain and do not fully understand” 
(Hart, 1994). This provides evidence that participation in a legal system is 
carried on without an ability to explain its underlying logic and it thus draws 
directly upon innate predispositions for the expression. 
In the context of information sharing, research has also suggested that 
the logic underlying information sharing is also inaccessible to conscious 
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reflection. When infants share the information about an object which an adult is 
looking for with the adult, they do not have access to conscious reflection when 
making the decision to tell the adult (Liszkowski et al., 2006). Studies also find 
that humans often engage in the free exchange of information based on the 
assumption that the exchange provides useful and helpful information to others 
even when they themselves do not gain any specific benefit for doing so 
(Warneken & Tomasello, 2009). Therefore, we conclude that information 
sharing is carried on without an ability to explain its underlying logic or benefit 
and it thus supports the claim that information sharing behaviour is innate. 
2.7.3 Specialized Faculties 
A third indicator showing the behaviour is innate is that “there is 
evidence of abilities that are especially well-tailored to carry out a particular 
behaviour” (Guttentag, 2009, p. 305). Research from three disciplines can 
provide evidence of specialized faculties that are especially well-tailored to 
carry out a particular behaviour: anatomy, genetics, and cognitive science.  
2.7.3.1 Research from Anatomy 
Research in anatomy can provide evidence of specialized faculties from 
which we can infer that a behaviour is innate. For example, “much of a bird’s 
ability to learn to sing is subserved by a dedicated neuroanatomy” (Nottebohm, 
2005). This directly proves that birdsong is innate behaviour. In the context of 
language, “humans have several gross anatomical features that are particularly 
well-designed for the production of complex vocalizations” (Gazzaniga, 2008). 
There is also neuroanatomical evidence that language has “an identifiable seat 
in the brain” (Dronkers, Pinker, & Damasio, 2000; Pinker, 1994). For example, 
post-mortem investigations show that “injuries to an area of the brain called 
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Broca’s area are associated with slow, laboured, and ungrammatical speech”, 
and “injuries to Wernicke’s area are associated with the production of 
nonsensical, but grammatically correct phrases” (Dronkers et al., 2000).  
There is also evidence that specific areas of the brain and normative 
behaviour are linked (S. W. Anderson, Bechara, Damasio, Tranel, & Damasio, 
1999; Koenigs et al., 2007). For example, injuries to the prefrontal cortex 
influence the social behaviour (Damasio, Grabowski, Frank, Galaburda, & 
Damasio, 1994; Saper, Iversen, & Frackowiak, 2000). One railroad foreman got 
an accident and “an iron rod went through part of his skull and brain” (Damasio 
et al., 1994). This caused him to “act in a carefree and socially reckless manner 
that was in marked contrast to his behaviour prior to the injury” (Damasio et al., 
1994). Therefore, moral behaviour is also innate. 
In the context of law, there is “no direct evidence of anatomical features 
associated with participation in a legal system” (Guttentag, 2009, p. 307). 
However, there is evidence of “an association between heightened brain activity 
in specific neuroanatomical regions and the tasks engaged when participating 
in a legal system” (Guttentag, 2009, p. 307). This still shows the innate law 
predisposition. These tasks include “the ability to evaluate the motivation of 
others, the ability to reason about the mental states of others, and the ability to 
experience emotional empathy” (Adolphs, 2003, 2006; Frith & Frith, 2008; 
Lieberman, 2007; Saxe, 2006). These abilities have already been identified their 
predefined locus in the brain. They are also critical to the participation in a legal 




In the context of information sharing, there is no direct evidence of gross 
or neuroanatomical features associated with information sharing. However, 
evidence of an association between specific areas of the brain and autism has 
been found. “Individuals with autism have deficits in social interaction and 
verbal and nonverbal communication” and thus do not share information with 
others (Amaral, Schumann, & Nordahl, 2008). Post-mortem and structural 
magnetic resonance imaging studies have highlighted “the frontal lobes, 
amygdala and cerebellum as pathological in autism” (Amaral et al., 2008). 
Although research specifically considering the effects of anatomy on 
information sharing behaviour has yet to be published, such findings would 
further support the innate foundation of information sharing behaviour. 
2.7.3.2 Research from Genetics 
Links between a particular gene or group of genes and a given behaviour 
can provide evidence that there is an innate component of the behaviour. 
However, the study of the relationship between gene and human behaviour is 
still a relatively new and complex area of research (Pinker, 2009). 
In the context of language, there is very limited evidence of genetic links 
to language capability. Nevertheless, there is some preliminary evidence of a 
few relationships between particular genes and the human language capability. 
For example, the “FOXP2 gene” seems to be important in “producing 
grammatically correct human language” (Vargha-Khadem, Gadian, Copp, & 
Mishkin, 2005). An unusual FOXP2 gene is present among members of a family 
in which about half of them have difficulty using grammatically correct 
language (Vargha-Khadem et al., 2005). 
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There is also very preliminary research on the links between genes and 
moral behaviour. The evidence mainly comes from research on the influence of 
genes on the social behaviour of other species. For example, now there is 
evidence that “one particular gene can trigger dramatic differences in the social 
practices of related species of voles” (G. E. Robinson, Fernald, & Clayton, 
2008). It is found that the differences in a single vasopressin receptor gene cause 
the differences between the monogamous behaviour of the prairie vole and the 
polygamous behaviour of the meadow vole (Lim et al., 2004). 
The evidence linking between genes and behaviour related to 
participation in a legal system is also preliminary. Although there has been no 
experiment published on the effects of specific genes on behaviour associated 
with participation in a legal system, such findings would suggest a genetic basis 
for participation in a legal system. It would then further support the law instinct 
hypothesis.  
There is also preliminary evidence on the links between genes and 
information sharing behaviour. However, many studies find the influence of 
genes on prosocial behaviour (Hur & Rushton, 2007; Knafo & Plomin, 2006). 
Prosocial behaviour includes actions which “benefit other people or society as 
a whole” (Eisenberg, Fabes, & Spinrad, 2006), such as helping, sharing, 
donating, cooperating, and volunteering. Information sharing is one type of 
prosocial behaviour, so we can claim that the information sharing behaviour is 
also linked with genes. This strongly supports that there is an innate component 





2.7.3.3 Research from Cognitive Science 
For cognitive science discipline, if there is “evidence of cognitive 
abilities that are particularly attuned to supporting specific behaviour”, this 
means that the behaviour is innate (Guttentag, 2009, p. 305). Evolutionary 
scientists have hypothesized that the “human mind consists of a combination of 
specialized cognitive modules” (Cosmides & Tooby, 1992). The behaviour that 
these specialized cognitive facilities support are likely to be “a product of 
evolutionary processes” (Cosmides & Tooby, 1989). In the context of language, 
the fact that children learn complex rules of grammar with ease serves as 
evidence of the innate language behaviour (Chomsky, 1975). 
Two cognitive tasks which humans are especially good at are 
particularly well-suited for participation in a moral system or in a legal system. 
They are: “detecting the violation of a logical rule when the rule is set in the 
context of a social contract”, and “recognizing when people are surreptitiously 
acting in a selfish manner” (Guttentag, 2009, p. 311). In the experiments 
studying how subjects perform on Wason selection task for which subjects are 
asked to solve the same logic problems in two different social contexts, 
researchers find that “human reasoning is well designed for detecting violations 
of conditional rules when these can be interpreted as cheating on a social 
contract” (Cosmides & Tooby, 1992). Other experiments show that people are 
good at “detecting when someone has violated a social rule even when there is 
no opportunity to directly observe the other person’s actions” (Vanneste, 
Verplaetse, Van Hiel, & Braeckman, 2007). It appears that “our ability to detect 
cheaters who violate social norms is one of nature’s gifts” (Hauser, 2006). These 
results show that participation in a moral system or in a legal system is innate. 
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In the context of information sharing, research also shows that there are 
some cognitive processes and abilities related to information sharing behaviour. 
For example, one study shows that social cognitive skills and prosocial 
behaviour among children are highly correlated (Carlo, Knight, Eisenberg, & 
Rotenberg, 1991). In addition, according to social cognitive theory, self-
efficacy also plays a role in information sharing. Self-efficacy is defined as 
“one’s belief in one’s ability to succeed in specific situations” (Bandura, 1997). 
If an individual has high belief on the ability to share information, he or she can 
then perform the behaviour successfully. These further support the instinct of 
information sharing hypothesis. 
2.7.4 Universality 
Another indication that a particular behaviour directly draws upon 
innate predispositions is the evidence that the behaviour occurs in all societies 
(Guttentag, 2009). If there is a language instinct, we should expect that language 
is present in all human societies. Same logic applies for morality and law. 
However, it is important to note that “the universality of a particular behaviour 
is not, on its own, proof that a behaviour is innate” (Guttentag, 2009, p. 313). In 
other words, universality is “a necessary but not sufficient condition” for 
proving the existence of an instinct (Guttentag, 2009, p. 314). 
In the context of language, it is quite easy to conclude that all human 
societies have their languages. Moreover, it is also obvious that all human 
societies have moral standards to follow. For the participation in legal systems, 
“anthropological research, the historical record, and experimental psychology 
findings all suggest that legal systems are a human universal” (Guttentag, 2009, 
p. 321). Therefore, we conclude that the ubiquity of language, morality, and law 
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in human society is consistent with the language instinct, morality instinct, and 
law instinct hypotheses. 
In the context of information sharing, we may also think about the 
functioning of human societies. In order for a society to function, individuals in 
the society need to cooperate and work together. In this process, it will definitely 
involve information sharing behaviour. If there is no information sharing 
behaviour in a particular society, it cannot function or sustain and would no 
longer exist. Therefore, we draw the conclusion that information sharing 
behaviour occurs in all societies. This proves the universality of information 
sharing behaviour and serves as a necessary condition for it to be innate. 
2.7.5 Viable Product of Evolutionary Processes 
The final indicator for an innate behaviour is the evidence that the 
behaviour could be a product of evolutionary processes given what is known 
about how evolution works. There are two forms of arguments to support the 
evolutionary viability of a behaviour. First, evidence of similar behaviour in 
other species can support the argument that the behaviour is a product of 
evolutionary processes of humans, because a behaviour that evolved in another 
species can also evolve in humans (Guttentag, 2009). Secondly, description of 
“a specific dynamic or process by which evolutionary forces can lead to the 
proliferation of a behaviour” (Guttentag, 2009, p. 322) can support the 
evolutionary viability claim of the behaviour. 
2.7.5.1 Comparative Ethology 
Ethology is the scientific study of animal behaviour. There are two ways 
to confirm the existence of an instinct in comparative ethology. First, if other 
species do the same behaviour, this would confirm that evolution can produce 
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this behaviour instinctively. Second, if there is a sufficiently large number of 
precursor behaviour, it can lead to the claim of the development through natural 
selection of the instinctive behaviour (Guttentag, 2009). 
In the context of language, we can easily infer from animal 
communication that other species do have their own languages, although they 
might not be as complex as human language. Language is not just a simple 
“exaptation of a single pre-existing recursive system”. It is “a kind of interface 
or connective tissue among partly pre-existing recursive systems, mapping 
among them in an evolutionarily novel manner” (Pinker & Jackendoff, 2005). 
Therefore, we can claim that human language is innate. 
In the context of morality, researchers find that “capuchin monkeys 
refuse to carry out tasks in exchange for food if the allocation of food rewards 
appears to the monkeys to be done in an unfair manner” (Brosnan & de Waal, 
2003). This shows that evolution can produce moral behaviour instinctively. 
In the context of law, if we assume the two essential features to legal 
systems, “normativity and a shared practice of rule following”, such legal 
systems exist in other species (Gruter, 1979). Evidence of precursor behaviour 
to participation in a legal system also suggests that “the building blocks of a law 
instinct might have been present early in human evolution” (Gruter & Masters, 
1986; P. H. Robinson, Kurzban, & Jones, 2007). For the normativity, the earlier 
example of food allocation for monkeys also shows that “animals use normative 
rules to guide their behaviour” (Brosnan & de Waal, 2003). For the aspect of 
shared practice of rule following, it is observed that dominance hierarchies are 
widespread among social species. These hierarchies are “an implementation of 
a system of social rules”, which is necessary for a legal system (Hauser, 2006). 
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There is another feature of legal system, that is, the existence of both primary 
and secondary rules. There is also evidence of this feature for some species. For 
example, two chimpanzees deferred to an impartial third chimpanzee to resolve 
a dispute between them (de Waal, 1982). “Male golden monkeys actively 
promoted peaceful coexistence among their females, intervening in virtually 
every female altercation” (de Waal, 1996). The above research supports the 
evolutionary viability of a law instinct. 
In the context of information sharing, we can also find instinctive 
information sharing behaviour in animals. For example, when bees find good 
sources of pollen, they would “dance” in a certain style to share the information 
and the route to the sources to their peers so that others can also go there (Seeley, 
1995). Ants also have an instinct to communicate with their peers when they 
find food sources (Adler & Gordon, 1992). This would confirm that evolution 
can produce the instinct to share information using the first way, which further 
supports the existence of the instinct to share information. For the second way, 
we can treat the general sharing behaviour as precursor behaviour to information 
sharing. Humans have a biological predisposition to “share resources with 
others and to inform others of things helpfully” (Warneken & Tomasello, 2009, 
p. 397). For example, children voluntarily shared snacks when they perceived 
that the snacks were needed or wanted by others (Brownell, Svetlova, & Nichols, 
2009). In some other studies, children 12 to 24 months old engaged in 
cooperative interchanges and shared objects with their parents or siblings (Dunn 
& Munn, 1986; Hay, 1979). In addition, studies have shown that people felt 
satisfied when sharing goodies with others (Fehr et al., 2008; Tricomi, Rangel, 
Camerer, & O'Doherty, 2010). These studies show that children from a very 
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young age are able to share things with others instinctively. Because sharing of 
things can be treated as precursor behaviour of information sharing, the above 
research also supports the existence of the innate information sharing behaviour. 
2.7.5.2 Modelling the Evolution of an Instinct 
We focus on how natural selection could have led to the evolution of an 
instinct. Natural selection in humans occurs mainly through competition among 
genes. In order to explain the evolution of human behaviour by natural selection, 
we should show “how a gene or combination of genes that lead to the expression 
of the behaviour could be reproductively successful over the course of 
evolutionary time” (Guttentag, 2009, p. 325). 
In the context of language, if a language is “a more flexible and nuanced 
communication faculty”, it would likely benefit those who can use it to 
communicate (Bickerton, 2010; MacNeilage & Davis, 2005; Pinker & Bloom, 
1992). The genes related to language will be passed to future generations. Thus, 
natural selection leads to the evolution of the language instinct. 
In the context of morality, many researchers offer explanations on the 
evolution of moral behaviour, including the benefits of favouring one’s kin 
(Hamilton, 1964), of sustaining both direct (Trivers, 1971) and indirect 
reciprocity (Nowak & Sigmund, 2005), and the effects of group selection (Boyd, 
Gintis, & Bowles, 2003). The genes leading to the moral behaviour are also 
selected for during the natural selection. 
In the context of law, “legal systems provide a nuanced and flexible 
system to organize social behaviour” (Guttentag, 2009, p. 326). Both 
“ethological research into related behaviour in other species” and “the 
modelling through natural selection of a law instinct” support the claim that “a 
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law instinct could have been produced by evolutionary processes” (Guttentag, 
2009, p. 327). 
In the context of information sharing, similar to moral instinct, people 
who share information with others are more welcomed and accepted in the 
community. The genes which lead to such behaviour can be selected and passed 
to future generations. Natural selection makes those without genes to share 
information be less favoured and gradually, the genes which lead to information 
sharing behaviour can be reproductively successful over the course of 
evolutionary time. Therefore, it supports the claim that an information sharing 








Chapter 3 Theory Development 
This chapter first develops the Theory of Instinctive Information 
Sharing based on the theoretical foundations discussed in Chapter 2. It then 
builds a research model tailored for the study of information sharing behaviour 
in social media. It identifies independent variables relevant to information 
sharing behaviour and formulates research hypotheses relating them to the 
dependent variable, intention to share information. Whenever possible, 
empirical evidence on social media or information sharing behaviour will be 
used to strengthen the arguments for the hypotheses. This chapter also attempts 
to explain the rationale for studying all independent and dependent variables. 
3.1  Theory of Instinctive Information Sharing 
Cumulative experiments show that humans are by nature helpful and 
informative from a very young age (Fehr et al., 2008; Warneken & Tomasello, 
2006, 2007). The evidence shows that this information sharing behaviour is not 
a behaviour created by culture and/or socialization practices. It is unlearned at 
the early stage of life. This has its evolutionary root because we can also find 
instinctive information sharing behaviour in animals. For example, when bees 
find good sources of pollen, they would “dance” in a certain style to share the 
information and the route to the sources to their peers so that others can also go 
there (Seeley, 1995). Ants also have an instinct to communicate with their peers 
when they find food sources (Adler & Gordon, 1992). Such sharing behaviour 




However, instinctive information sharing behaviour also evolves during 
the process of growing up, as the behaviour gets modified by environment and 
learning. People have social interactions and their behaviour may change 
accordingly. Social norms and culture also play a role to influence and shape 
one’s behaviour. In one study, 3-year-old children shared more often if the 
recipients had shared with them previously (Olson & Spelke, 2008). So children 
begin to learn whom to be nice to according to their own experiences with them. 
This concern for reciprocity also has deep evolutionary roots, as chimpanzees 
are also sensitive to reciprocity. In an experiment, chimpanzees reciprocated to 
help those who helped them before in fighting and accessing food (Melis, Hare, 
& Tomasello, 2008). Although young children have not had much direct social 
communication with the outside world, they should have one to two years of 
experience of social interactions at home (Eisenberg et al., 2006; H. L. 
Rheingold et al., 1976). This may influence their information sharing behaviour 
to be more selective. 
Through cultural transmission and social interaction with others, 
children also learn to behave according to their social norms. They also inform 
others to keep in line with norms that they are doing it wrongly and what the 
correct way to do it is (Rakoczy, Warneken, & Tomasello, 2008). In addition, 
in early childhood, infants behave mainly in their family and do not need to 
moderate their behaviour based on social norms because of their parents’ 
supervision. During their middle childhood, when they are more autonomous to 
have social interaction with others, they start to consider whether the person 
they are sharing information with reciprocates or makes judgment based on 
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social norms. Thus, social norms and culture are important factors influencing 
human behaviour (Warneken & Tomasello, 2009). 
Therefore, humans are born with an innate instinct to share information. 
We define a new construct, Instinct to Share Information, as the extent to which 
people are naturally inclined to share information. This instinct to share 
information is reshaped and evolves with socialization and other events in life. 
For example, humans may also follow the SET discussed earlier to assess the 
costs and benefits when making decisions. Humans may also follow the SCT to 
evaluate different types of social capitals before we decide to share. These social 
and psychological theories still hold, and the Theory of Instinctive Information 
Sharing adds an evolutionary and biological perspective, by showing that our 
information sharing behaviour is actually instinctive at the beginning. All the 
subsequent socialization may take in other factors, which then together 
influence human information sharing behaviour. 
When considering the relationship between different types of 
motivations and human instinct to share information, we conceptually define 
the instinct to share information as one of the most fundamental needs 
(physiological needs) for humans. As humans are social beings, the instinct to 
share information is irreplaceable for them. The cost-benefit oriented 
motivations such as egoistic and altruistic motivations can be treated as 
advanced needs. Since the egoistic and altruistic motivations include various 
motivations from different perspectives, it is difficult to fit all of them into one 
specific level in the pyramid. For example, the self-enhancement motivation 
could be explained as the self-actualization needs while the image motivation 
would probably fall into the category of self-esteem. The egoistic and altruistic 
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motivations are in the upper level of the pyramid and they are pursued only 
when people have fulfilled their fundamental needs such as instinct to share 
information. 
3.2  The Research Framework 
We will evaluate the different theoretical perspectives discussed in 
Chapter 2 with our research framework as a starting point to examine 
information sharing behaviour. The coherent framework suggests that people 
evaluate costs and benefits, social capitals, and egoistic and altruistic 
motivations when deciding on information sharing behaviour. Moreover, there 
is also an innate component which drives people to share information. Our 
literature review reveals that little research attention has been paid to understand 
the innate component of information sharing and the simultaneous 
consideration of different theoretical perspectives in information sharing studies. 
This research model addresses this problem by (1) tying together independent 
variables that represent the four major theoretical perspectives which influence 
information sharing behaviour; and (2) allowing us to assess the relative 
importance of the theoretical perspectives as well as the factors within each 
theoretical perspective which affect the information sharing behaviour. 
The constructs from SET, SCT, and egoistic and altruistic motivations 
which may affect information sharing behaviour are integrated in the research 
model. The instinct to share information construct is also included. All 
independent variables from SET, SCT, motivations are individual factors. The 
dependent variables are intention to share information and information sharing 
behaviour. The complete research framework is in Figure 3.1. A more detailed 
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description of the different factors in this framework is provided in the 
following sections. 
Figure 3.1 The Research Framework 
Social Exchange 
Factors
















3.2.1 Factors from Social Exchange Theory 
Factors derived from SET reflect mainly the cost and benefit aspects of 
information sharing. According to the propositions in SET, people choose to 
share information with others if it can generate more benefits than costs. This 
category of factors has been a popular subject of research in the information 
sharing literature. Based on our synthesis of literature, we examine loss of 
knowledge power as the cost factor and enjoyment in helping others, reciprocity, 
and image as the benefit factors.  
3.2.2 Factors from Social Capital Theory 
Factors derived from SCT reflect the different types of social capitals 
which have influence on information sharing. Based on our review of previous 
research, we identify computer self-efficacy, experience, pro-sharing norms, 





3.2.3 Factors from Egoistic and Altruistic Motivations 
We also include both egoistic and altruistic motivations in the model. 
Egoistic motivations include self-enhancement, image, enjoyment, and 
reciprocity. Altruistic motivation includes advancement of social media. Some 
motivation factors overlap with factors in SET or SCT. Nevertheless, we include 
them for the completeness of the thesis. 
3.3  Research Hypotheses 
The hypotheses relating the independent variables to the dependent 
variable are formulated according to the literature on relevant theories. They are 
presented in this section with the reasoning supporting them. 
3.3.1 Instinct to Share Information on Information Sharing Behaviour 
Instinct to share information refers to the extent to which people are 
naturally inclined to share information. According to this definition, instinct to 
share information reflects the innate component of a person to share information 
with others. This would affect the way that a person thinks and behaves, which 
will appear as intention and behaviour. Hence, instinct to share information is 
hypothesized to vary positively with intention to share information. 
H1:  Instinct to share information is positively related to intention to share 
information. 
The theory of reasoned action posits that individual behaviour is driven 
by behavioural intentions (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). In the information 
technology context, the technology acceptance model posits that an individual’s 
intention to use the system affects actual system use (Davis, Bagozzi, & 
Warshaw, 1989; Venkatesh, Morris, Davis, & Davis, 2003). In the information 
sharing context, if a person has behavioural intention to share information with 
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others, he or she will reflect this in the behaviour. Therefore, intention to share 
information is hypothesized to vary positively with information sharing 
behaviour. 
H2: Intention to share information is positively related to information 
sharing behaviour. 
3.3.2 Social Exchange Theory Factors on Information Sharing Behaviour 
3.3.2.1 Loss of Knowledge Power 
Perceived cost refers to one’s perception of cost incurred for certain 
behaviour. Loss of knowledge power is one kind of perceived cost for 
information sharing behaviour. It refers to the “perception of power and unique 
value lost” due to knowledge contribution (Gray, 2001; Kankanhalli et al., 2005, 
p. 123). When sharing information with others, the contributors may lose their 
power or unique value when others also know the information (Gray, 2001; 
Thibaut & Kelley, 1986). In the organizational context, “the contributor thus 
retains less proprietary knowledge upon which to argue his or her unique value 
to the firm” (Gray, 2001, p. 375). This in turn may reduce the employee’s power 
position in relation to his or her employer, making him or her more replaceable. 
Uniqueness is a key aspect of organizational power as the lower the 
substitutability of the activities of the individual, the greater is his or her power 
(Hickson, Hinings, Lee, Schneck, & Pennings, 1971). Researchers in economics 
(O. Williamson, 1975) and organizational strategy (Mintzberg, 1973; Pfeffer, 
1992) also hold the same argument. Thus, loss of knowledge power would affect 
the behavioural intention to share information with others by the contributors. 
According to past research, one barrier to knowledge sharing is loss of 
knowledge power due to knowledge contribution (Davenport & Prusak, 1998; 
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Orlikowski, 1993). Given the overwhelming evidence, loss of knowledge power 
is hypothesized to vary negatively with intention to share information. 
H3:  Loss of knowledge power is negatively related to intention to share 
information. 
3.3.2.2 Enjoyment in Helping Others 
Past research shows that individuals may like to share their information 
with others because they enjoy helping people (Constant et al., 1994; Constant 
et al., 1996) or gain pleasure by demonstrating their pro-social behaviour 
(Wasko & Faraj, 2000). Enjoyment is “the psychic reward of helping others” 
(Khalil, 2004). That is, contributors are instantly rewarded intrinsically by the 
enjoyment of helping others. Previous research also shows that members in 
online communities are motivated by enjoyment to share information with 
others. Members agree that “they enjoy sharing their experiences and 
knowledge with others” (Lakhani & Hippel, 2003). Empirical studies also 
support the positive relationship between the enjoyment motive and knowledge 
contribution behaviour (Kankanhalli et al., 2005; Wasko & Faraj, 2005). Hence, 
enjoyment in helping others is hypothesized to vary positively with intention to 
share information. 
H4:  Enjoyment in helping others is positively related to intention to share 
information. 
3.3.2.3 Reciprocity 
Reciprocity is defined as the belief that current information sharing 
would lead to future request for information being met (Davenport & Prusak, 
1998). Past studies showed that people who share information online have 
reciprocity concerns such that they only share information when they believe 
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that others will share information with them online (Wasko & Faraj, 2000, 
2005). In an offline study, 3-year-old children shared more often if the recipients 
had shared previously (Olson & Spelke, 2008). Researchers also found that 
reciprocity is positively related to electronic knowledge repository usage in 
organizations (Kankanhalli et al., 2005). In a general exchange situation, people 
who help others more are likely to be taken care of by the community. Research 
finds that “people who regularly helped others in virtual communities seemed 
to receive help more quickly when they asked for it” (H. Rheingold, 2000). For 
online information sharing, people would consider reciprocity as a benefit. 
Based on social exchange theory and its propositions, this potential benefit 
would motivate people to share more information online. Given the 
overwhelming evidence and strong theoretical support, reciprocity is 
hypothesized to vary positively with intention to share information. 
H5:  Reciprocity is positively related to intention to share information. 
3.3.2.4 Image 
During information sharing process, one can benefit from improved 
reputation within the community. This is termed as image (Constant et al., 1996; 
Kollock, 1999). According to SET, approval, status and respect are social 
rewards that are expected by individuals who participate in social interactions 
(Blau, 1964). Therefore, one potential benefit that an individual can receive 
from active information sharing is that the sharing of information can improve 
and enhance his/her personal image in the community. Image is “an important 
asset that an individual can leverage to achieve and maintain status within a 
collective” (Jones, Hesterly, & Borgatti, 1997). It is also recognized as “social 
control to encourage cooperation” and helping behaviour in online communities 
65 
 
(Wasko, Faraj, & Teigland, 2004). An individual’s image desire is “a powerful 
force for encouraging cooperation in good public situations” (Fehr & 
Fischbacher, 2003). It was found that people share their best practice in order to 
be recognized as experts by others (O'Dell & Grayson, 1998). As long as the 
sharing is visible to the community and they gain respect for their knowledge, 
people are likely to share their information with others. Research also shows 
that members in online communities are stimulated by the image desire to 
participate in online activities (Donath, 1999; Fehr & Fischbacher, 2003; 
Lakhani & Hippel, 2003; Wasko & Faraj, 2005). In an organizational electronic 
network, an important motivation for sharing information with others is to 
improve one’s image (Constant et al., 1996). In an extra-organizational 
electronic network, individuals perceive that they gain status and enhance image 
“by answering frequently and intelligently” (Lakhani & Hippel, 2003). In 
addition, research also shows that an individual’s image in online settings 
extends to one’s profession (Stewart, 2003). Therefore, the perception that 
contributing knowledge in the organization will enhance one’s image and status 
in the profession may motivate individuals to contribute their valuable 
knowledge to others in the organization (Wasko & Faraj, 2005). Given the 
overwhelming evidence, image is hypothesized to vary positively with intention 
to share information. 
H6:  Image is positively related to intention to share information. 
3.3.3 Social Capital Theory Factors on Information Sharing Behaviour 
3.3.3.1 Specific Computer Self-Efficacy in Information Sharing in Social Media 
Self-efficacy refers to “people’s judgments of their capabilities to 
organize and execute courses of action required to attain designated types of 
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performances” (Bandura, 1986). Computer self-efficacy is defined as “a 
judgment of one’s capability to use a computer” (Compeau & Higgins, 1995, p. 
192). It can be operationalized at both the general computing behaviour level 
and at the specific computer task or application level (Marakas, Yi, & Johnson, 
1998). General computer self-efficacy (GCSE) refers to “an individual’s 
judgment of his or her ability to perform across multiple computer application 
domains” (Marakas et al., 1998, p. 129) and specific computer self-efficacy 
(SCSE) refers to “an individual’s perception of efficacy in performing specific 
computer-related tasks within the domain of general computing” (Marakas et 
al., 1998, p. 128). When people share information with others, they should have 
the SCSE to share information in social media. Otherwise, even if they have the 
information or knowledge to share, they are unable to complete the task without 
the SCSE. Thus, SCSE is considered a cognitive capital for information sharing. 
Hence, specific computer self-efficacy in information sharing in social media is 
hypothesized to vary positively with intention to share information. 
H7: Specific computer self-efficacy in information sharing in social media is 
positively related to intention to share information. 
3.3.3.2 Experience of Information Sharing in Social Media 
Cognitive capital also consists of “mastering the application of expertise, 
which takes experience” (Wasko & Faraj, 2005). Individuals with longer tenure 
and more experience in the shared practice are likely to better understand how 
their information is relevant, and are thus better able to share information with 
others. Experience of information sharing in social media measures how much 
past experience of information sharing behaviour in social media a person has. 
This can affect one’s information sharing behaviour in the social media. 
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Computer experience has been widely recognized to be highly related to 
intention to use computer systems (Busch, 1995; Delcourt & Kinzie, 1993; 
Henry & Stone, 1994; Henry & Stone, 1995; Igbaria & Iivari, 1995; Kinzie, 
Delcourt, & Powers, 1994; Martocchio, 1992; Martocchio & Dulebohn, 1994; 
Miura, 1987; Murphy, Coover, & Owen, 1989; Ogletree & Williams, 1990). 
Hence, experience of information sharing in social media is hypothesized to 
vary positively with intention to share information. 
H8: Experience of information sharing in social media is positively related 
to intention to share information. 
3.3.3.3 Pro-Sharing Norms 
Pro-sharing norms refer to “the prevalence of norms that are intended to 
facilitate” information sharing (Kankanhalli et al., 2005, p. 123; Nahapiet & 
Ghoshal, 1998; Orlikowski, 1993). As a component of the relational dimension 
of social capital, they consist of norms of cooperation and collaboration, norms 
of responding to diversity, and norms of openness to conflicting views. 
According to this definition, when pro-sharing norms are strong, people may be 
more inclined to share information than in a low pro-sharing norms condition. 
Hence, pro-sharing norms are hypothesized to vary positively with intention to 
share information. 
H9:  Pro-sharing norms are positively related to intention to share 
information. 
3.3.3.4 Commitment 
Commitment refers to “a duty or obligation to engage in future action 
and arises from frequent interaction” (Coleman, 1990). It is under the relational 
dimension of social capital. It can be applied to both personal relationships and 
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a collective. Although it is often used within particular personal relationships, 
it can also be applied to a collective. Commitment to a collective shows “a sense 
of responsibility to help others within the collective on the basis of shared 
membership” (Wasko & Faraj, 2005, p. 42). Prior research shows that “in an 
organizational electronic network, individuals posting valuable advice are 
motivated by a sense of obligation to the organization” (Constant et al., 1996). 
Moreover, “in extra-organizational electronic networks, individuals participate 
in networks due to a perceived moral obligation to pay back the network and 
the profession” (Wasko & Faraj, 2000). Therefore, “individuals participating in 
an electronic network of practice who feel a strong sense of commitment to the 
network are more likely to consider it a duty to assist other members and 
contribute knowledge” (Wasko & Faraj, 2005). In the social media, people with 
a shared membership also tend to share information with others if they have a 
strong sense of commitment. Hence, given strong theoretical support and 
empirical evidence, commitment is hypothesized to vary positively with 
intention to share information. 
H10: Commitment is positively related to intention to share information. 
3.3.3.5 Reciprocity 
Another important aspect of relational capital is trust. Several 
dimensions of trust have been proposed in different contexts (McAllister, 1995; 
McKnight, Cummings, & Chervany, 1998; Ring & Van de Ven, 1994; Tsai & 
Ghoshal, 1998). Research in trust in virtual communities shows that “trust in 
others’ ability, benevolence, and integrity is related to the desire to give and 
receive information” (Ridings, Gefen, & Arinze, 2002). Another dimension of 
social trust is about “the expectations that one’s collective efforts will be 
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reciprocated” (Putnam, 1995b). This brings out the concept of reciprocity. In 
SET, reciprocity is considered as a type of extrinsic benefit obtained from social 
exchange. In SCT, it is considered as a relational capital. It is “a sense of mutual 
indebtedness” and people usually reciprocate the benefits they get from others 
(Shumaker & Brownell, 1984). Even though in social media, sometimes 
exchanges occur through weak ties between strangers, there is still “evidence of 
reciprocal supportiveness” (Wellman & Gulia, 1999). Therefore, when there is 
a strong sense of reciprocity in the community, people trust their information 
sharing will be reciprocated and thus will be more willing to share more 
information with others. This leads to the same hypothesis as H5 that reciprocity 
is positively related to intention to share information. 
3.3.4 Egoistic and Altruistic Motivation Factors on Information Sharing 
Behaviour 
3.3.4.1 Self-Enhancement 
Self-enhancement is considered as “positive affect related with ego” 
(Clary et al., 1998). It refers to “the individual belief that one’s ego will grow 
and develop” when the information he or she shares helps others in need (Yu et 
al., 2007). It drives individuals by “giving them the sense of self-importance 
from volunteering” (Mowen & Sujan, 2005). By sharing information in social 
media, people can spread the information they have to benefit more people. This 
can “increase their perception in their own capabilities and hence, enhance their 
self-esteem and confidence” (Yu et al., 2007). We need to note the difference 
between two similar constructs here, self-enhancement and image. Self-
enhancement is an internal development by maintaining or increasing positive 
affect of oneself, whereas image is an external evaluation by others (Yu et al., 
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2011). Research also shows that people are more willing to help others when 
they perceive themselves competent and confident (Midlarsky, 1984). Hence, 
self-enhancement is hypothesized to vary positively with intention to share 
information. 
H11: Self-enhancement is positively related to intention to share information. 
3.3.4.2 Image, Enjoyment and Reciprocity 
We also examine three other egoistic motivations in this study, that is, 
image, enjoyment, and reciprocity. The egoistic motivation is “the concern for 
self or self-interest” (Yu et al., 2011). The egoistic motivation on information 
sharing refers to the motivation to share information “for the purpose of 
achieving personal benefits” (Cropanzano et al., 2005). As discussed in 
previous sections, when sharing information with others in social media, people 
would feel that their image is improved. They may also feel enjoyable for 
sharing information and may expect reciprocity in the future. These all bring 
personal benefits to the contributors of information. Based on SET, these are 
also benefits gained from social exchange in the social media. These lead to the 
same hypotheses H4, H5 and H6 that enjoyment, reciprocity and image are 
positively related to intention to share information. 
3.3.4.3  Advancement of Social Media 
Altruism refers to pure contribution to other parties regardless of self-
gain (Fehr & Fischbacher, 2003). Advancement of social media is an altruistic 
motivation of people “who embrace a public-good perspective” on information 
sharing in social media (Yu et al., 2007). People are motivated to share in the 
social media to increase the welfare of the virtual community as a whole (Batson 
et al., 2002). “In a public-good transformation, if the value of the collective gain 
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for the individual is greater than the cost, the incentive to cooperate will increase” 
(A. Cabrera & Cabrera, 2002). This expectancy-value theory is applied to argue 
that “the more a member values the collective outcome, the more likely that 
member is going to contribute” (Vroom, 1964). In social media, people receive 
benefits and collective outcomes if there is extensive information sharing in the 
place. This would maintain the social media. Exploratory studies on the 
motivations to share information in virtual communities show that most people 
view the information they share as a public good and they tend to share 
information because they want to maintain and advance the virtual community 
(Ardichvili, Page, & Wentling, 2003; Wasko & Faraj, 2000). Hence, given 
strong theoretical support, advancement of social media is hypothesized to vary 
positively with intention to share information. 
H12: Advancement of social media is positively related to intention to share 
information. 
3.3.5 The Correlation of Personality with Instinct to Share Information 
Because instinct to share information is an instinct of human beings, we 
want to find some factors which are correlated to it. Therefore, we are 
examining the relationship between personality traits and instinct to share 
information. This would be helpful to estimate one’s instinct to share 
information in future studies if significant correlations between personality 
traits and instinct to share information exist. 
3.3.5.1  Openness to Experience 
Openness to experience is linked to “active imagination, attentiveness 
to inner feelings, preference for variety, aesthetic sensitivity, originality, 
intellectual curiosity and independence of judgment” (Costa & McCrae, 1992). 
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It reflects “individual’s independent, liberal, and daring behaviour” (McCrae & 
Costa, 1987). People with high scores in openness are curious about both inner 
and outer worlds. They are more willing to try out new ideas and have new 
experience (Costa & McCrae, 1992). They display intellectual curiosity, 
creativity, and flexible thinking (Digman, 1990). Therefore, they are more 
interested to explore and learn new things (Barrick & Mount, 1991) and seek 
other people’s insights (A.  Cabrera, Collins, & Selgado, 2006). Therefore, 
people with high openness scores can gain more knowledge and develop more 
expertise. With more knowledge and expertise, people are more inclined to 
share information with others (Constant et al., 1996; Wasko & Faraj, 2000, 
2005). Hence, openness to experience is hypothesized to vary positively with 
instinct to share information. 
H13: Openness to experience is positively related to instinct to share 
information. 
3.3.5.2  Conscientiousness 
People with high scores in conscientiousness are more dutiful, careful, 
dependable, responsible, hardworking, organized, systematic, and achievement-
oriented (Barrick & Mount, 1991). In the organizational context, 
conscientiousness has a positive effect on work performance. It can also 
improve the individual contributions which go beyond the role requirements 
(Organ & Ryan, 1995). In the social media, information sharing entails a kind 
of responsibility to the interest of the virtual community and group norms over 
self-interest, which is the core feature of conscientiousness. People with high 
conscientiousness scores have a higher inclination to share information with 
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others. Hence, conscientiousness is hypothesized to vary positively with instinct 
to share information. 
H14: Conscientiousness is positively related to instinct to share information. 
3.3.5.3 Extraversion 
People with high scores in extraversion are likely to have positive 
emotions and the tendency to seek out stimulation and the company of others. 
They tend to enjoy interactions with others and to be enthusiastic, talkative, and 
assertive (Costa & McCrae, 1992). They also possess high group visibility in 
the community. If a person has an extravert character (Digman, 1990), he or she 
would naturally have higher inclination to share information with others. Hence, 
extraversion is hypothesized to vary positively with instinct to share information. 
H15: Extraversion is positively related to instinct to share information. 
3.3.5.4 Agreeableness 
Agreeableness is a tendency to be pleasant and accommodating in social 
situations (Costa & McCrae, 1992). It reflects “individual differences in 
cooperation and social harmony” (Graziano & Eisenberg, 1997). People with 
high scores in agreeableness are more sympathetic, warm, cooperative, 
considerate, altruistic, generous, friendly, helpful, and willing to compromise 
their interests with others (Barrick & Mount, 1991). They like to seek 
cooperation rather than competition (Liao & Chuang, 2004). Information 
sharing is a form of helpfulness, cooperation, and collaboration. It is quite 
related and tied to the aspects of agreeableness. Thus, people with high scores 
of agreeableness naturally have higher inclination to share information with 




H16: Agreeableness is positively related to instinct to share information. 
3.3.5.5 Neuroticism 
People with high scores on neuroticism tend to experience negative 
emotions, such as anxiety, anger, envy, and depression. Research finds that 
people who are high on neuroticism trait are likely to use the Internet to avoid 
loneliness and for communication with others virtually (Butt & Phillips, 2008; 
Wolfradt & Doll, 2001). Research also shows that people with high scores on 
neuroticism are more likely to post accurate personal information on their 
profiles to share with others (Amichai-Hamburger, Wainpel, & Fox, 2002). In 
the organizational context, “people with high neuroticism often express their 
attitudes towards co-workers” (LePine & Van Dyne, 2001). A study of online 
entertainment knowledge sharing behaviour also shows that people with high 
neuroticism have higher attitude towards knowledge sharing. Given the 
overwhelming evidence, neuroticism is hypothesized to vary positively with 
instinct to share information. 




Chapter 4 Research Methodology 
This chapter presents the survey methodology employed for this study. 
Since several constructs in the research models have been adapted to our context 
and measures of the construct of instinct to share information are self-developed, 
it is necessary to go through a systematic procedure for instrument development. 
The chapter begins with a discussion about survey methodology and a 
description of a paradigm for survey instrument development. Using this 
paradigm, the chapter then discusses the operationalization of the independent 
and the dependent variables, the steps and results of conceptual validation using 
sorting procedures, and the results of a pilot study. The main objective of this 
exercise is to obtain a set of valid and reliable measures that enable us to collect 
data and empirically test our models and explain the information sharing 
behaviour in social media. Lastly, the survey administration procedures are 
briefly presented with more details in the following three chapters. 
4.1 Survey Methodology 
A survey is a way of going from observations to theory validation. The 
usual objective for IS researchers using this approach is to determine the 
relationship between constructs as a way of making sense of behaviour 
surrounding and involving IS. Survey research can be coupled with a number 
of methods for analysing data ranging from the reporting of basic descriptive 
statistics including means and standard deviations, the use of analysis of 
variance of results in different conditions, through regression analysis and the 
analysis of paths between constructs, to the use of second generation structural 
equation modelling techniques such as LISREL and PLS. In positivist research, 
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surveys are particularly useful to determine the actual values of variables under 
study, and the strengths of relationships among them. Responses can also be 
generalized to other members of the population studied and often to other 
similar populations. Surveys can be reused easily, and it provides an objective 
way of comparing responses over different groups, times, and places. All the 
above advantages apart from the compelling reason of being able to test specific 
theoretical propositions in an objective fashion justify our choice of survey 
research methodology. However we need to be aware of the limitations that 
surveys are just a snapshot of behaviour at one place and time (Fowler, 1993). 
Moreover, they do not provide the rich description and explanation of a situation 
as a case study. They also do not provide a strong evidence for causality between 
surveyed constructs as a well-designed experiment. 
Once a theoretical foundation has been built (e.g. theoretical model and 
hypotheses formulated), the activities of the survey process can be considered. 
Malhotra and Grover (1998) provided a detailed checklist to be followed in the 
development and use of an instrument. 
1. Determination of the unit of analysis (e.g., the individual, group, or 
organization) 
2. Creation and use of multi-item scales 
3. Pre-testing and use of pilot data 
4. Assessment of both construct and content validity 
5. Assessment of reliability 
6. Random sampling from a defined sample frame 




8. Assessment of whether significant correlations imply real causal 
relations 
In our study, the unit of analysis is the individual user of social media. 
We want to explain and predict the information sharing behaviour in social 
media from different perspectives. The next section describes in more details 
the paradigm used for survey instrument development which includes steps 2-
5, that is, the creation of multi-item scales, pre-testing, and assessment of 
reliability and validity. Steps 6 and 7 are also dealt with in later sections of this 
chapter while steps 4, 5 and 8 using main survey data are described in later 
chapters. 
4.2 A Framework for Instrument Development 
Churchill (1979) presented a sequence of steps to follow for 
development of better measures for constructs. Moore and Benbasat (1991) 
presented a detailed card sorting procedure for conceptual validation of 
instruments applied to the development of instruments to measure individual’s 
perceptions in adopting IT innovation. Incorporating Moore and Benbasat’s 
conceptual construct validation procedure within step 3 of Churchill’s paradigm, 
this study follows the framework in Figure 4.1 to develop measures of 
constructs with desirable reliability and validity psychometric properties. It is 
quite important to develop reliable and valid measures of constructs because it 
determines the quality of inferences made from the data. Lack of validated 
measures raises fears that no single finding in the study can be trusted. Moreover, 
the attention to instrumentation issues brings clarity to the formulation and 
interpretation of the research issue (Straub, 1989). 
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Measurement reliability means that the numerical results produced by 
an indicator do not vary (Neuman, 2009). In other words, independent but 
comparable measures of the same construct of a given object agree with each 
other. Measurement validity refers to how well the conceptual and operational 
definitions mesh with each other (Neuman, 2009). In other words, the difference 
in observed scores reflects the true difference on the characteristics to measure 
and nothing else. A measure can be reliable but not valid; however, a measure 
cannot be valid if it is not reliable. In other words, reliability is a necessary but 
not sufficient condition for validity (Dooley, 2001; Salkind, 2000). 
The first step for developing measures of high quality is to specify the 
domain of the construct. “The researcher must be exacting in delineating what 
is included in the definition and what is excluded” (Churchill, 1979, p. 67) 
because using varying definitions of constructs is an important obstacle towards 
achieving a cumulative research tradition (Keen, 1980). Therefore, it is 
important to consult and rely on strong theoretical foundations when specifying 
the domains of constructs. In this step, literature reviews are conducted to ensure 
that content validity is achieved and that the constructs are well conceptualized. 
In the second step of instrument development, items that capture the 
domain of the constructs are generated. Here, measures that have been validated 
in previous studies are adopted as far as possible. The purpose of doing this is 
to enhance the validity of measures and facilitate comparison of results across 
studies (Stone, 1978). However, for certain constructs, appropriate measures 
may not exist in the previous literature. In such cases, the measures are 
generated from previous case studies, interviews or experience surveys, use of 
insight stimulating examples, focus groups, and based on the definitions of the 
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constructs. Using a combination of some techniques above can produce items 
that measure the constructs well. These first two steps help to ensure content 
validity of measures. 
Figure 4.1 Procedures for Development of Better Measures 
              Recommended Techniques and Measures 
     






      Insight stimulating examples 
      Critical incidents 
      Focus groups 
        
 
 
               Sorting of measures into categories 
 
 
        
 
      Cronbach’s Alpha 




      Convergent validity 
      Discriminant validity 
      Predictive validity  
 
(Adapted from Churchill, 1979) 
The third step in instrument development is conceptual validation. 
Conceptual validity refers to how well the constructs and relationships at the 
operational level reflect the constructs and relationships at the conceptual level. 
This step aims to assess the conceptual validity of the constructs and to identify 
any items that may be ambiguous or confusing in their wording or framing 
(Moore & Benbasat, 1991). There are two stages in this step. In the first stage, 
1. Specify domain 
of construct 
2. Generate 
sample of items 
3. Conceptual 
validation 
4. Collect data 
5. Purify measures 
6. Collect data 




judges are asked to sort the items of the constructs and provide their own labels 
for the constructs. In the second stage, another set of judges are asked to sort 
the items into the given constructs. If the number of categories created by the 
different judges, the labels assigned to them, and the items included in them, are 
consistent, measures developed based on these categories demonstrate 
sufficient conceptual validity. Kappa scores (Cohen, 1960) and item placement 
ratios (Moore & Benbasat, 1991) are used to assess the reliability and 
conceptual validity of constructs in the sorting procedure. 
The fourth step of instrument development process is to purify the 
measures. Prior to purification of the measures, a pilot study is carried out for a 
small-scale data collection. The recommended measure of reliability is 
Cronbach’s alpha (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). If the alpha score is lower than 
0.7, item-total correlations are calculated to weed out items that exhibit 
measurement errors or do not share the core of the construct. After identifying 
and eliminating these items, factor analyses are then performed to “confirm 
whether the number of dimensions conceptualized can be verified empirically” 
(Churchill, 1979, p. 69). This procedure is repeated until the measures produce 
satisfactory alpha scores and the dimensions agree with those conceptualized. 
After purification of measures, new data are collected to assess the 
psychometric properties of the constructs. Although the previous four steps 
should produce a measure that has content validity and reliability, they may not 
ensure the construct validity. Next step is to assess the construct validity of the 
constructs. “Construct validity, which lies at the very heart of the scientific 
process, is most directly related to the question of what the instrument is in fact 
measuring” (Churchill, 1979, p. 70). Construct validity asks whether the 
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measures chosen are true constructs describing the events or merely artifacts of 
the methodology itself (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). Construct validity includes 
the aspects of internal consistency reliability, convergent validity, discriminant 
validity, and predictive validity (Bagozzi, Davis, & Warshaw, 1992; Hartwick 
& Barki, 1994). 
Internal consistency reliability refers to the extent to which the items 
used to measure a construct reflect a true common score for the construct 
(Kerlinger, 1986). It can be measured by the item-to-total correlations and the 
Cronbach’s alpha. The use of Cronbach’s alpha assumes that unidimensionality 
exists. A unidimensional construct is one whose indicators have only one 
underlying trait or concept in common (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2009) 
Unidimensionality can only be established after examining convergent and 
discriminant validity. Convergent validity refers to the extent to which multiple 
measures of a construct agree with one another (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). It is 
determined by examining the loadings of each item (Hair et al., 2009; Hartwick 
& Barki, 1994) and by computing the composite reliability score (Nunnally & 
Bernstein, 1994) and the average variance extracted by each construct (Fornell 
& Larcker, 1981). Discriminant validity is the degree to which measures of 
different constructs are distinct (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). It is determined by 
examining the factor loadings in factor analysis or by comparing the squared 
correlations of the construct of interest and other constructs with the average 
variance extracted for that construct. Predictive validity refers to whether the 
measure behaves as expected in relation to other constructs based on some 
theoretical bases (Churchill, 1979). It can be assessed by determining “whether 
the scale score can differentiate the positions of ‘known groups’ or whether the 
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scale correctly predicts some criterion measure” (Churchill, 1979, p. 72). In 
other words, predictive validity can be assessed by testing the model hypotheses. 
4.3 Operationalization of Constructs 
The main constructs of interest in this research are the costs and benefits 
for information sharing, social capitals for information sharing, egoistic and 
altruistic motivations for information sharing, instinct to share information, five 
personality traits, intention to share information and information sharing 
behaviour. Prior to developing measurement instruments for these constructs, 
literature was extensively searched for scales that were already developed and 
evaluated in terms of validity and reliability. Most of the measures are found in 
the literature and some of them were adapted for the social media context. Most 
questions are anchored on a seven-point Likert scale from strongly disagree (1) 
to strongly agree (7) (Likert, 1932). 
4.3.1 Social Exchange Theory Factors 
The cost factor we examine in this thesis is loss of knowledge power. 
The benefit factors we examine are enjoyment in helping others, reciprocity, 
and image. To generate an exhaustive list of items that cover the domain of the 
constructs of interest, literature on knowledge management, information sharing, 
and social exchange was reviewed. Additionally, given that context is important 
when assessing behaviour (Azjen & Fishbein, 1980; B. Kaplan & Duchon, 
1988), the questions are phrased in the context of social media in this thesis. 
4.3.1.1 Loss of Knowledge Power 
People may be reluctant to share their information for fear of losing the 
uniqueness of their expertise that makes them stand out and for losing their 
power in the organization that originates from the possession of unique 
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knowledge (Orlikowski, 1993). By sharing information, the contributor may 
lose his or her unique value relative to what others know (Thibaut & Kelley, 
1986). Questions on loss of knowledge power were adapted from Kankanhalli 
et al. (2005). All the items were negatively worded to reflect the perceived cost 
from the information contributor perspective. 
Table 4.1 Operationalization of Loss of Knowledge Power 
Item Code Item Wording Source 
LOKP1 
Sharing information in this website makes me 
lose my unique value. 
Kankanhalli 
et al. (2005) 
LOKP2 
Sharing information in this website makes me 
lose my knowledge that makes me stand out 
with respect to others. 
LOKP3 
Sharing information in this website makes me 
lose my knowledge that no one else has. 
 
4.3.1.2 Enjoyment in Helping Others 
People who share information may be motivated by some degree of 
altruism or a desire to help others (Davenport & Prusak, 1998). People gain 
pleasure or enjoyment by demonstrating their own altruistic and pro-social 
behaviour and by seeing the positive effect of their help on others (Wasko & 
Faraj, 2000). Thus, the four items for this construct were operationalized in 
terms of enjoyment or pleasure in helping others. 
4.3.1.3 Reciprocity 
Reciprocity reflects the expectation of benefit due to the reciprocity 
principle that may operate during information sharing. When sharing their 
information in social media, people may not necessarily expect to receive future 
help from the same individual that they have helped in the past, but possibly 
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from somebody else in the community (Kollock, 1999; Wasko & Faraj, 2000). 
Three items were adapted from (Kankanhalli et al., 2005) to measure reciprocity. 
Table 4.2 Operationalization of Enjoyment in Helping Others 
Item Code Item Wording Source 
EHLP1 
I enjoy sharing information with others in this 
website. 
Kankanhalli 
et al. (2005) 
EHLP2 
I enjoy helping others by sharing information 
in this website. 
EHLP3 
It feels good to help someone else by sharing 
my knowledge in this website. 
EHLP4 
Sharing information with others in this website 
gives me pleasure. 
 
Table 4.3 Operationalization of Reciprocity 
Item Code Item Wording Source 
RECP1 
When I share information in this website, I 
expect somebody to respond when I’m in need. 
Kankanhalli 
et al. (2005) 
RECP2 
When I share information in this website, I 
expect to get back information when I need it. 
RECP3 
When I share information in this website, I 
believe that my queries for information will be 
answered in future. 
 
4.3.1.4 Image 
Previous research has operationalized image as an enhancement of one’s 
status within the organization (Moore & Benbasat, 1991). Five items were 
developed to measure image with acceptable reliability and validity. Two items 
out of these five were adopted since all the items were of the same nature. Two 
additional items were operationalized in terms of recognition by others, respect 





Table 4.4 Operationalization of Image 
Item Code Item Wording Source 
IMAG1 
Sharing information in this website improves 





People online who share their knowledge in 
this website have more prestige than those 





Sharing information in this website improves 
others’ recognition of me. 
Green (1989) 
IMAG4 
When I share information in this website, the 




4.3.2 Social Capital Theory Factors 
The five social capital factors examined in this research are computer 
self-efficacy, experience, pro-sharing norm, commitment, and reciprocity. 
These variables are selected because they are related to the social media context 
and are appropriate to measure in a survey. Extensive review of social capital 
literature was conducted to identify measurement items covering the domains 
of these constructs. We adapt existing measures to the context of social media 
for this research. 
4.3.2.1 Specific Computer Self-Efficacy in Information Sharing in Social Media 
Computer self-efficacy can be operationalized at both the general 
computing behaviour level and at the specific computer task or application level 
(Marakas et al., 1998). In this research, we are examining the SCSE in 
information sharing in social media. Because there was no previous study with 
measurement for this construct, we develop the questions on SCSE in 
information sharing in social media following the Framework for the 
Construction of CSE Measuring Instruments (Marakas et al., 1998) and Guide 
for Creating Self-Efficacy Scales (Bandura, 2006). 
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Table 4.5 Operationalization of Specific Computer Self-Efficacy in 
Information Sharing in Social Media 
Item Code Item Wording Source 
SCSE1 
I believe I have the ability to post a link to an 









I believe I have the ability to share/repost a 
link to an article or video or picture in the 
website. 
SCSE3 
I believe I have the ability to share 
information in the website. 
 
4.3.2.2 Experience of Information Sharing in Social Media 
Experience of information sharing in social media is to measure how 
much a person is involved in or exposed to sharing information in social media. 
The questions for this construct were adapted from Henry and Stone (1995) for 
social media context. Based on the literature using computer experiences in the 
study, this construct is operationalized as the amount of experience of 
information sharing in social media. 
Table 4.6 Operationalization of Experience of Information Sharing in 
Social Media 
Item Code Item Wording Source 
EPIS1 I have shared information in this website a lot. 
Henry and 
Stone (1995) EPIS2 
I have extensively shared information in this 
website. 
 
4.3.2.3 Pro-Sharing Norms 
Previous literature reports that pro-sharing norms that can enhance the 
exchange of knowledge or intellectual capital are norms of teamwork (Starbuck, 
1992), norms of collaboration and cooperation (Goodman & Darr, 1998; 
Jarvenpaa & Staples, 2000; Orlikowski, 1993), norms of willingness to value 
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diversity, and openness to criticism (Leonard-Barton, 1995). The five items 
measuring this construct are operationalized in terms of these dimensions. 
Table 4.7 Operationalization of Pro-Sharing Norms 
Item Code Item Wording Source 
PSNM1 






Members are encouraged to build a 





Members are encouraged to respect other 






Members are encouraged to acknowledge the 
efforts of other members in this website. 
Doherty et al. 
(2004) 
PSNM5 
Members are encouraged to be open to 
conflicting views in this website. 
Kankanhalli 
et al. (2005) 
 
4.3.2.4 Commitment 
Commitment refers to a duty or obligation to engage in future action and 
arises from frequent interaction (Coleman, 1990). Commitment is 
operationalized using three items adapted from Mowday, Steers, and Porter 
(1979). In the social media, people with a shared membership also tend to share 
information with others if they have a strong sense of commitment. 
4.3.3 Egoistic and Altruistic Motivation Factors 
In this research, we examine self-enhancement, image, enjoyment and 
reciprocity as the egoistic motivation factors and advancement of social media 
as the altruistic motivation factor. Extensive review of motivation theory 
literature was conducted to identify measurement items covering the domains 
of these constructs. We adapt the existing measures to the context of social 
88 
 
media for this research. For image, enjoyment and reciprocity, the 
operationalization of these constructs have been discussed in earlier sections. 
Table 4.8 Operationalization of Commitment 
Item Code Item Wording Source 
CMTM1 
I would feel a loss if the website was no longer 
available. Mowday et 
al. (1979) CMTM2 I really care about the fate of the website. 
CMTM3 I feel a great deal of loyalty to the website. 
 
4.3.3.1 Self-Enhancement 
Self-enhancement involves a motivational process that centres on the 
ego’s growth and development and it also involves positive strivings of the ego 
(Clary et al., 1998). Four items were carefully designed and validated to 
measure self-enhancement (Clary et al., 1998). In this research, we adapt the 
items to social media context to measure the construct of self-enhancement. 
Table 4.9 Operationalization of Self-Enhancement 
Item Code Item Wording Source 
SEHN1 
Sharing information in this website makes me 
feel important. 
Clary et al. 
(1998) 
SEHN2 
Sharing information in this website increases 
my self-esteem. 
SEHN3 
Sharing information in this website makes me 
feel needed. 
SEHN4 
Sharing information in this website makes me 
feel better about myself. 
 
4.3.3.2 Advancement of Social Media 
Advancement of social media measures the extent to which users of 
social media are willing to maintain and advance the social media by 
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participating actively. We adapt four items from past studies to social media 
context to measure the construct. 
Table 4.10 Operationalization of Advancement of Social Media 
Item Code Item Wording Source 
ADVM1 
Active participation in the information sharing 
benefits the website as a whole. 
Yu et al. 
(2011)  
ADVM2 
Information sharing maintains this website and 
keeps it running. 
ADVM3 
Information sharing advances this website and 
makes it grow. 





4.3.4 Personality Traits 
The measures for the five personality traits of openness, 
conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism are well 
established (Costa & McCrae, 1992). In this research, we use four formative 
items to measure each personality trait from the personality item pool. 
Table 4.11 Operationalization of Personality Traits (Study 2) 
Item Code Item Wording Source 
Openness (OPNS) 




OPNS2 I have excellent ideas. 
OPNS3 I spend time reflecting on things. 
OPNS4 I do not have a good imagination.* 
Conscientiousness (CSTN) 




CSTN2 I follow a schedule. 
CSTN3 I leave my belongings around.* 
CSTN4 




Item Code Item Wording Source 
Extraversion (EXTV) 




EXTV2 I feel comfortable around people. 
EXTV3 I do not talk a lot.* 
EXTV4 I am quiet around strangers.* 
Agreeableness (AGRB) 




AGRB2 I sympathize with others’ feelings. 
AGRB3 I am not really interested in others.* 
AGRB4 I feel little concerned for others.* 
Neuroticism (NRTC) 




NRTC2 I get irritated easily. 
NRTC3 I worry about things. 
NRTC4 I am relaxed most of the time.* 
 
4.3.5 Instinct to Share Information 
Instinct to share information is the central construct in this research. In 
order to specify the domain of this new construct, we conducted an extensive 
literature review. After that, we identified the necessity for a new construct to 
measure humans’ natural inclination to share information. Thus, we define 
Instinct to Share Information as the extent to which people are naturally inclined 
to share information. 
The concept of instinct to share information is distinguished from the 
“propensity to share information” construct, as used in other studies (Jarvenpaa 
& Staples, 2000). Propensity to share information is “a personal norm reflecting 
the costs and benefits of sharing” (Jarvenpaa & Staples, 2000, p. 135). Thus, it 
is part of pro-social transformation behaviour. However, instinct to share 
information is one’s natural inclination to share information, without any 
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interaction with social activities. The boundaries of the two concepts need to be 
clear in order to develop appropriate items for the new construct. 
Next, we generated items to measure the instinct to share information 
based on its definition and by considering similar constructs measuring innate 
behaviour, such as need for cognition (Cacioppo & Petty, 1982; Cacioppo, Petty, 
Feinstein, & Jarvis, 1996; Cacioppo, Petty, & Kao, 1984). We used techniques 
including literature reviews, focus groups, expert judges and pilot tests (Bearden 
& Netemeyer, 1999; Churchill, 1979). We finally developed 24 measurement 
items for the construct of instinct to share information as in Table 4.12. 
Table 4.12 Operationalization of Instinct to Share Information (Study 1) 
Item Code Item Wording Source 












INSI2 People are born to share information with others. 
INSI3 
When I learn something new, I wish to share it 
with people around me. 
INSI4 I like to share information with close friends. 
INSI5 
I am open to share information with people 
whom I do not know. 
INSI6 
I can show the way for strangers if they get lost 
in the street. 
INSI7 When I find a nice restaurant, I will tell others. 
INSI8 When I read a good book, I will tell others. 
INSI9 
When I watch a good movie, I will not tell 
others.* 
INSI10 
When I know some promotions at shopping 
malls, I will not tell others.* 
INSI11 
I like to have the responsibility of handling a 
situation that requires sharing a lot of 
information. 
INSI12 Information sharing is not my idea of fun.* 
INSI13 
I would rather do something that requires little 
information sharing than something that is sure 
to take extensive information sharing from me.* 
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Item Code Item Wording Source 
INSI14 
I try to avoid situations to share a lot of 
information about something.* 
INSI15 
I only share information with others when I have 
to.* 
INSI16 
The idea of sharing information with others who 
did not know it before appeals to me. 
INSI17 
I really enjoy a task that involves sharing 
information with teammates.  
INSI18 
Sharing new information with others doesn’t 
excite me very much. * 
INSI19 
The notion of sharing information with others is 
appealing to me.  
INSI20 
I feel relief after sharing much information with 
others. 
INSI21 
I feel satisfaction after sharing much information 
with others. 
INSI22 
I usually share information about issues even 
when they do not affect me personally. 
INSI23 
I usually share information about issues even 
when they affect me personally. 
INSI24 
I am usually tempted to share more information 
than what others want to know. 
 
4.3.6 Information Sharing Intention and Behaviour 
The dependent variables are intention to share information and 
information sharing behaviour. For intention to share information, three 
questions are adapted from Davis (1989) to the context of social media. For 
information sharing behaviour, one question measures the frequency of actual 
information sharing behaviour, and one question measures the length of time of 
actual information sharing behaviour, and the third question asks for the 
frequency of actual information sharing behaviour using seven-point semantic 




Table 4.13 Operationalization of Intention to Share Information and 
Information Sharing Behaviour 
Item Code Item Wording Source 
ITSI1 
I intend to share information in the website in 
future. 
Davis (1989) ITSI2 
I expect to share information in the website in 
future. 
ITSI3 
I would like not to share any information in the 
website from now on.* 
IFSB1 
How often do you share information in this 
website? 
Davis et al. 
(1989)  
IFSB2 
How long do you share information in this 
website? 
IFSB3 
I have shared information in this website 
(infrequently - frequently). 
 
4.4 Conceptual Validation 
Prior to performing conceptual validation of constructs, items generated 
were grouped according to their theoretical bases. Conceptual validation of 
constructs was carried out in three stages. First of all, the survey instrument was 
distributed to faculties and PhD students in the Department of Information 
Systems to assess whether sufficient items were generated to cover the domain 
of the constructs. Secondly, the survey instrument was discussed with twenty 
social media users to ensure that the questions made sense to potential 
respondents. After that, a process of sorting and labelling (Moore & Benbasat, 
1991) was carried out in two stages i.e. unstructured sorting (without construct 
category labels) in round one and structured sorting (with construct category 
labels) in round two. For each sorting round, a different set of four judges was 
used. All the constructs with multiple indicators in the research model were 




4.4.1 Content Validity 
Content validity can be assessed at two levels (Nunnally & Bernstein, 
1994). At one level, the content validity of an instrument can be examined by 
the extent to which it provides adequate coverage of the topic under study. The 
central focus of our research and the instrument is to examine the factors 
affecting human information sharing behaviour and understand the instinctive 
component of it. Therefore, the instrument has content validity to the extent that 
it contains a representative sample of the universe of subject matter that 
influences information sharing behaviour in social media. In this study, 
extensive review of different theoretical perspectives on information sharing 
literature was carried out to identify important variables. 
After that, the instrument was discussed with twenty social media users 
to get their comments on the adequacy, relevance, and clarity of the 
questionnaire items. Two suggestions by them were incorporated into the 
survey instrument. First, they suggested that the length of time of using the 
social media website and share information should be measured by hours per 
week instead of hours per month because this could provide more accurate 
measures of time. Second, some users commented that the survey instrument 
might be too lengthy but all observed that it represents a very comprehensive 
list of factors that could possibly affect information sharing behaviour. 
Therefore, for completeness of the study, we decided to keep all the constructs 
and take all possible steps to ensure a good response. This entire process helped 
ensure that the variables identified represent important determinants of 
information sharing behaviour in social media. It allows us to claim content 
validity for the survey instrument. 
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At another level, the content validity of an instrument can be assessed 
through examining the process by which the measurement items were generated. 
We relied on the four theoretical bases to provide conceptual definitions for the 
constructs. We also consulted prior information sharing literature, social media 
literature, the four theoretical perspectives themselves, and empirical literature 
related to the four theoretical perspectives to generate an exhaustive list of items 
covering the domains of the constructs. After that, the survey instrument was 
distributed to some social media users and some faculty members and graduate 
students from Department of Information Systems for comment and 
improvement. Positive feedback was received in general and some suggestions 
on the formatting and wording of the questions were incorporated. Together, 
these rigorous procedures enabled a representative and comprehensive sampling 
of the constructs’ domains, and provided a good content validity for the 
instrument. 
4.4.2 Conceptual Validity 
Conceptual construct validation was carried out based on Moore and 
Benbasat (1991). Each item was printed on a card. Four identical sets of cards 
were created. Two rounds of sorting were carried out. Each judge participated 
only in one round of sorting. The cards were then shuffled into random order 
for presentation to four judges who have experience in using social media. In 
the first round, the judges sorted the cards into independent constructs and 
provided their own labels and definitions for constructs. This can minimize the 
potential of interpretational confounding, that is, “the assignment of empirical 
meaning to an unobserved variable other than the meaning assigned to it by a 
researcher a priori to estimating unknown parameters” (Burt, 1976, p. 4). Prior 
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to sorting the cards, judges were briefed with an introduction of what social 
media is and the aim of the sorting exercise. Judges were encouraged to ask as 
many questions as they felt necessary at this stage. Following this, a trial sort 
was demonstrated to ensure that the judges understood the idea of sorting the 
items based on categories that best reflect the underlying construct. 
Round 1 sorting results were generally good. The Kappa score averaged 
0.86 (see Table 4.14) and the overall placement ratio of items within the target 
constructs was 0.90. A few questions with low placement ratio were reworded 
to reflect the meanings of the constructs better. 
In the second round of sorting, four new judges were asked to sort the 
refined items. Each judge sorted the shuffled cards according to given categories 
independently from the other judges. A “too ambiguous/not applicable” 
category was included to ensure that the judges were not forced to fit any item 
into a particular category. Based on the results, ambiguous questions were 
reworded. Conceptual validity of constructs was evaluated according to the 
percentage of questions correctly places in the intended constructs (Moore & 
Benbasat, 1991) and on the judges’ level of agreement in categorizing items 
using the Cohen’s Kappa scores (Cohen, 1960). For Cohen’s Kappa, no general 
authority exists with respect to required scores, but some studies have 
considered scores greater than 0.65 to be acceptable (e.g., Jarvenpaa, 1989; 
Todd & Benbasat, 1992). Both reliability and validity of the constructs were 
assessed through the item placement hit ratio. The higher the percentage of 
items placed in the targeted constructs, the higher the reliability level. This 
measure is also an indicator of construct validity. If an item is consistently 
placed within a particular category, it is considered to demonstrate convergent 
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validity with the target construct and discriminant validity with the other 
constructs. 
Table 4.14 Sorting Results of Constructs 
Cohen’s Kappa Round 1 Round 2 
Judge 1 and 2 0.81 0.96 
Judge 1 and 3 0.88 0.90 
Judge 1 and 4 0.82 0.94 
Judge 2 and 3 0.84 0.88 
Judge 2 and 4 0.90 0.96 
Judge 3 and 4 0.88 0.90 
Average 0.86 0.92 
Placement Ratios Summary 
Extraversion 0.81 0.88 
Agreeableness 1.00 1.00 
Openness 0.75 0.94 
Conscientiousness 1.00 1.00 
Neuroticism 0.81 0.94 
Instinct to Share Information 0.87 0.88 
Enjoyment in Helping Others 0.81 0.81 
Self-Enhancement 1.00 1.00 
Loss of Knowledge Power 1.00 1.00 
Reciprocity 1.00 1.00 
Image 0.81 0.94 
Pre-Sharing Norms 1.00 1.00 
Advancement of Social Media 0.80 0.94 
Specific Computer Self-Efficacy 1.00 1.00 
Commitment 0.75 1.00 
Intention to Share Information 1.00 1.00 
Experience of Information 
Sharing in Social Media 
1.00 1.00 
Average 0.90 0.95 
 
Sorting results in the second round were very positive (see Table 4.14). 
In this round, the Kappa score averaged 0.92 and the overall placement ratio of 
98 
 
items within the target constructs was 0.95. Therefore, the constructs possessed 
adequate conceptual validity. 
4.5 The Field Survey 
All problems with the questionnaire that arose during the conceptual 
validation stage and from the discussion with social media users were fully 
addressed. None of the problems was serious enough to warrant the need to re-
examine the domains of the constructs or to repeat the item generation process 
for the domains of the constructs. Hence, we proceeded to select a sample and 
administer the field survey. For this research, we had three data collection 
processes for three different models. All the three models are part of the big 
research framework discussed earlier. We refer to the three data collection 
processes as Study 1, Study 2 and Study 3 in this thesis. We will discuss the 




Chapter 5 Research Study 1 
In this chapter, we describe the results of testing the model proposed for 
Study 1. The model is tested using Partial Least Squares (PLS), a structural 
equation modelling technique. This chapter begins with the specific research 
model for Study 1. After that, the survey administration procedures are 
presented. We then give a brief description of the objectives and assumptions 
of structural equation modelling. Next, through evaluating the measurement 
model, it presents the assessment of the psychometric properties of the 
constructs. The results of the hypotheses testing are next presented through 
examination of the structural model. After that, the strengths and weaknesses of 
each model variable are highlighted and discussed and the interpretation of 
findings is presented. Finally, further analysis is done to compare and assess the 
results of hypothesis testing in different online forums. 
5.1 Research Model 
Study 1 examined a selection of cost and benefit factors as well as some 
social capital and motivation factors from the model in the context of online 
forums. Figure 5.1 shows the research model for Study 1. 
5.2 Survey Procedure 
5.2.1 Sample Selection 
Sample size affects research results. First, the sample size must be large 
enough to provide sufficient statistical power for multivariate tests to 
realistically identify significant results (Hair et al., 2009). Cohen (1988) 
recommends that to achieve the desired level of 80% power with 0.01 
significance level and a moderate effect size of 0.35, a sample size of 200 would 
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be required. Second, a sample size must be able to satisfy thresholds required 
by the statistical technique the researcher is using. In our case, the partial least 
squares (PLS) statistical technique that we would be using requires the sample 
size to be ten times the number of items present in the largest construct (Aubert, 
Rivard, & Patry, 1996; Gopal, Bostrom, & Chin, 1992). Our largest construct is 
the instinct to share information construct, which includes 24 items. Thus, a 
sample size of at least 240 would be required. 
Hence, adopting the more stringent guideline, we ought to get a sample 
of at least 240 responses. University students were chosen as the target sample 
in this study, because they are the main users of online forums. 
Figure 5.1 The Research Model for Study 1 
Instinct to Share 
Information












5.2.2 Survey Administration Procedures 
We sent a mass invitation email to students in National University of 
Singapore to invite them for the survey. The link to the survey was also included 
in the email. The respondents were asked to choose one online forum which 
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they most frequently visited and responded to the questions based on their 
experience with the chosen online forum. The online forums included 
Hardwarezone, Huasing, Hungrygowhere, SGclub, SGforums, Temasek 
Review, Tianya, and Tripadvisor. The respondents could indicate another online 
forum for the survey if the most frequently visited online forum was not listed 
above. 3203 individual responses were received. After scrutinizing for data 
quality problems, some responses were discarded and 3143 responses were kept. 
We then proceeded to analyse the data for Study 1. 
5.3 Structural Equation Modelling 
Structural equation modelling is a powerful second generation 
multivariate data analysis technique that allows an estimation of multiple and 
interrelated dependence relationships (Hair et al., 2009). It can be used to “test 
the extent to which IS research meets recognized standards for high quality 
statistical analysis” (Gefen, Straub, & Boudreau, 2000, p. 3). That is to say, it 
tests for statistical conclusion validity (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002). It 
also has the ability to represent unobserved concepts in these relationships and 
account for measurement error in the estimation process (Hair et al., 2009). 
Structural equation modelling contains two models: the structural model and the 
measurement model. The structural model is “a set of one or more dependence 
relationships linking the model constructs” (Gefen et al., 2000, p. 72). The 
measurement model “specifies the indicators for each construct, and assesses 
the reliability of each construct for estimating the causal relationships” (Gefen 
et al., 2000, p. 69). It is similar in form to factor analysis except that each 
indicator has no loadings other than on its specified construct. It is an important 
tool for studying causal models (Fornell, 1982). 
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Structural equation modelling is superior to traditional regression 
analysis and factor analysis because the measurement model is assessed within 
the context of the structural model. It addresses both models at the same time, 
compared to factor analysis that assesses the measurement model only and path 
analysis that addresses the structural model alone. “The combined analysis of 
the measurement and the structural model enables measurement errors of the 
observed variables to be analysed as an integral part of the model, and factor 
analysis to be combined in one operation with the hypotheses testing” (Gefen et 
al., 2000, p. 5). The result is a more rigorous analysis of the proposed research 
model and, very often, a better methodological assessment tool (Bollen, 1989; 
Bullock, Harlow, & Mulaik, 1994; Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1989). 
Structural equation modelling enables researchers to answer a set of 
interrelated research questions in a single, systematic, and comprehensive 
analysis by modelling the relationships among multiple independent and 
dependent variables simultaneously (J. C. Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). 
However, structural equation modelling requires theoretical justifications for 
the specifications of dependence relationships. A theory-based approach to 
structural equation modelling is an absolute necessity because the technique 
increases the risks of “overfitting” the model or developing a model with little 
generalizability (Hair et al., 2009). The need for a theory-based model to guide 
the estimation process becomes especially critical when model modifications 
are made. It can also reduce the chances of specification error. 
Structural equation modelling is carried out via two distinct statistical 
techniques: covariance analysis – employed in LISREL (Linear Structural 
Equations), EQS and AMOS – and partial least squares – employed in PLS and 
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PLS-Graph (Barclay, Thompson, & Higgins, 1995; Chin, 1998). PLS was 
developed by Word (1982) and LISREL was developed by Jöreskog and 
Sörbom (1981). They differ in the objectives of their analyses, the statistical 
assumptions they are based on, and the nature of the fit statistics they produce. 
The statistical objective of PLS is to show high and significant t-statistics, thus 
rejecting the null hypothesis of no-effect (Barclay et al., 1995). On the other 
hand, the objective of LISREL is to show that null hypotheses is not significant, 
which means that the complete set of paths as specified in the model that is 
being analysed is plausible, given the sample data (Gefen et al., 2000). In other 
words, it is to show that the operationalization of the theory being examined is 
corroborated and not disconfirmed by the data (Bollen, 1989; Hair et al., 2009; 
Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1989). LISREL requires some rather restrictive 
assumptions, including strong theoretical knowledge, multivariate normal 
distribution, interval scales, and fairly large sample sizes (Fornell & Bookstein, 
1982). PLS has less restrictive assumptions. It does not depend on having 
multivariate normal distributions, interval scales, or a large sample size. While 
LISREL’s emphasis is on overall model fit, making it “closer to the model, more 
confirmatory, and more model analytic”, PLS seeks to maximize the variance 
explained in constructs, thus making it “closer to data, more exploratory, and 
more data analytic” (Barclay et al., 1995). In short, PLS is more prediction-
oriented than LISREL. 
Given the prediction-oriented nature of this study, the absence of 
multivariate normal distribution in the constructs (see Table 5.1) and the use of 
non-interval scales, PLS was the preferred technique. PLS has been successfully 
used in organizational behaviour (Howell & Higgins, 1990), marketing 
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(Bagozzi, 1980), and information systems (Amoroso & Cheney, 1991; Gefen et 
al., 2000; Igbaria, 1993). PLS was used to assess the overall reliability and 
validity of the research model. SmartPLS (Ringle, Wende, & Will, 2005) and 
WarpPLS (Kock, 2012) were used to analyse the data. Table 5.1 reports the 
descriptive statistics and the results of normality testing of Study 1. 





Skewness Kurtosis Statistic Significance 
INSI 4.68 .83 -.09 .33 .99 .001 
SEHN 4.03 1.15 -.33 .34 .97 .001 
LOKP 2.67 1.01 .23 -.17 .96 .001 
PSNM 4.99 .89 -.26 .92 .97 .001 
RECP 4.58 1.00 -.51 .84 .97 .001 
IMAG 3.93 1.11 -.38 .46 .97 .001 
ITSI 4.36 1.17 -.20 .61 .97 .001 
IFSB 2.77 1.12 .65 .87 .95 .001 
 
5.4 Testing the Measurement Model 
The measurement model in the PLS consists of the relationships 
between the constructs and the indicators. Assessing the measurement model 
involves determining the internal consistency reliability of the scales, and the 
convergent and discriminant validity of the research instrument. It indicates the 
strength of the constructs used to test the research model. 
5.4.1 Internal Consistency Reliability 
Internal consistency reliability refers to the extent to which the items 
used to measure a construct reflect a true common score for the construct 
(Kerlinger, 1986). It can be determined by computing the item-to-total 
correlations and the Cronbach’s alphas. Nunnally and Bernstein (1994) 
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provided a guideline of at least 0.70 for internal consistency reliability. 








where N = the number of items and p = the mean of inter-item correlation. 
5.4.2 Convergent Validity 
Convergent validity is the degree to which two or more items measuring 
the same construct agree (Campbell & Fiske, 1959; Cook & Campbell, 1979). 
Three tests can be used to assess convergent validity in a single instrument 
(Fornell & Larcker, 1981). The first test of item reliability assesses each 
estimated indicator loading and its corresponding statistical significance. If 
statistical significance is not achieved and if the square of the items loading does 
not exceed 0.5, the research may consider eliminating that item (Hair et al., 
2009). Falk and Miller (1992) recommended using a loading of 0.55 to assess 
item reliability, which means that the item would explain at least 30 percent of 
the variance in the construct. 
The second test is to compute the composite reliability of each construct. 
Composite reliability is superior to Cronbach’s alpha because it is not 
influenced by the number of items in the scale and it does not assume 
unidimensionality as Cronbach’s alpha does. It can be also evaluated using 
Nunnally and Bernstein’s (1994) criterion of at least 0.7 for assessing reliability 














where the standardised loadings are factor loadings in the measurement model 
and j  is the measurement error for each item. 
The third test is to calculate the average variance extracted by each 
construct. It reflects the overall amount of variance in the items accounted for 
by the latent construct. Fornell and Larcker (1981) recommended that the 
average variance extracted should be greater than 0.5. If it is less than 0.5, it 
means that the amount of variance in the items attributable to errors is greater 











Table 5.2 and 5.3 present the assessment of the measurement model in 
PLS. For Study 1, all the Cronbach’s alphas were larger than 0.70 (Nunnally & 
Bernstein, 1994). This showed high internal consistency reliability in the 
measurement model. All the indicators exceeded Falk and Miller’s (1992) 
recommended factor loading of 0.55 and were significant at 0.01 level. For the 
24 items of instinct to share information, we did an iterative deletion process for 
the items with factor loading below 0.55. Finally, six items were kept for further 
data analysis. The composite reliabilities of all the constructs ranged from 0.89 
to 0.96, which were higher than the recommended values of 0.7 (Chin, 1998). 
The average variances extracted of all the constructs ranged from 0.58 to 0.85, 
which were higher than the recommended values of 0.5 (Fornell & Larcker, 
1981). Thus, the multiple-item constructs in the measurement model 














INSI 0.85 0.89 0.58 1.23 
SEHN 0.94 0.96 0.85 1.76 
LOKP 0.91 0.95 0.85 1.21 
PSNM 0.89 0.92 0.69 1.39 
RECP 0.89 0.92 0.75 1.47 
IMAG 0.89 0.92 0.75 1.68 
ITSI 0.91 0.94 0.85 2.06 
IFSB 0.74 0.89 0.80 1.77 
 
5.4.3 Discriminant Validity 
Discriminant validity is the degree to which items differentiate between 
constructs, or measure different constructs (Campbell & Fiske, 1959; Shadish 
et al., 2002). Each item should correlate more highly with other items of the 
same construct than with items of other constructs. In PLS, discriminant validity 
is assessed through comparing the squared correlation between two constructs 
(shared variances) with the average variance extracted for all constructs. 
Discriminant validity is claimed when the average variance extracted by the 
items measuring the constructs is greater than the squared correlation between 
two constructs (Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Grant, 1989). Table 5.4 presents the 
correlation matrices of the constructs for the model. In all the cases, the 
correlations between two constructs were less than the square root of the 
average variances extracted by the items measuring a construct. Hence, there is 






Table 5.3 Correlations between Items and Latent Variables (Study 1) 
 INSI SEHN LOKP PSNM RECP IMAG ITSI IFSB 
INSI1 0.72 0.24 -0.15 0.18 0.14 0.12 0.26 0.21 
INSI12 0.75 0.21 -0.20 0.14 0.12 0.06 0.24 0.18 
INSI17 0.74 0.24 -0.15 0.22 0.16 0.11 0.22 0.15 
INSI18 0.79 0.18 -0.24 0.17 0.12 0.06 0.21 0.16 
INSI19 0.82 0.26 -0.14 0.19 0.15 0.13 0.26 0.17 
INSI21 0.74 0.30 -0.13 0.20 0.19 0.17 0.21 0.13 
SEHN1 0.33 0.87 0.03 0.27 0.33 0.44 0.46 0.39 
SEHN2 0.29 0.94 0.09 0.27 0.36 0.51 0.42 0.37 
SEHN3 0.25 0.93 0.13 0.25 0.36 0.53 0.40 0.34 
SEHN4 0.28 0.93 0.10 0.26 0.38 0.52 0.42 0.37 
LOKP1 -0.20 0.08 0.90 -0.16 -0.02 0.16 -0.15 -0.06 
LOKP2 -0.20 0.10 0.95 -0.17 0.00 0.18 -0.13 -0.04 
LOKP3 -0.22 0.08 0.92 -0.18 0.00 0.16 -0.13 -0.05 
PSNM1 0.22 0.29 -0.16 0.82 0.41 0.34 0.35 0.26 
PSNM2 0.22 0.24 -0.16 0.89 0.37 0.24 0.32 0.23 
PSNM3 0.20 0.20 -0.21 0.89 0.33 0.18 0.30 0.19 
PSNM4 0.18 0.25 -0.11 0.82 0.35 0.22 0.29 0.20 
PSNM5 0.18 0.21 -0.12 0.72 0.26 0.15 0.28 0.16 
RECP1 0.13 0.34 0.00 0.36 0.92 0.42 0.26 0.20 
RECP2 0.15 0.33 0.01 0.36 0.92 0.42 0.26 0.20 
RECP3 0.20 0.36 -0.04 0.39 0.89 0.40 0.30 0.20 
IMAG1 0.16 0.53 0.15 0.23 0.44 0.83 0.33 0.30 
IMAG2 0.05 0.38 0.16 0.21 0.34 0.84 0.23 0.26 
IMAG3 0.13 0.49 0.17 0.23 0.40 0.92 0.29 0.27 
IMAG4 0.15 0.49 0.14 0.27 0.42 0.86 0.32 0.29 
ITSI1 0.29 0.46 -0.08 0.35 0.32 0.35 0.96 0.65 
ITSI2 0.28 0.47 -0.10 0.36 0.32 0.36 0.97 0.65 
ITSI3 0.28 0.33 -0.24 0.31 0.25 0.22 0.84 0.47 
IFSB1 0.22 0.39 -0.03 0.24 0.24 0.32 0.61 0.89 






Table 5.4 Correlations of Constructs (Study 1) 
 INSI SEHN LOKP PSNM RECP IMAG ITSI IFSB 
INSI 0.76        
SEHN 0.31 0.92       
LOKP -0.22 0.10 0.92      
PSNM 0.24 0.28 -0.19 0.83     
RECP 0.19 0.39 -0.01 0.41 0.87    
IMAG 0.14 0.55 0.18 0.27 0.46 0.87   
ITSI 0.31 0.46 -0.15 0.37 0.32 0.34 0.92  
IFSB 0.22 0.40 -0.05 0.25 0.24 0.32 0.65 0.89 
Note.  Diagonals represent the square root of the average variances extracted 
for each construct; other entries represent the correlations between two 
constructs. 
 
5.4.4 Assessing Multicollinearity 
Multicollinearity refers to the “extent to which an independent variable 
varies with other independent variables. Excessively high multicollinearity 
challenges the statistical assumption that the independent variables are truly 
independent of each other” (Gefen et al., 2000, p. 69). It could distort research 
results substantially or make them quite unstable, and thus not generalizable. It 
could limit the size of the path coefficients and make determining the 
contribution of each independent variable difficult because the effects of the 
independent variables are confounded due to the high shared variance accounted 
for by them (Hair et al., 2009). The use of several variables as predictors makes 
the assessment of multiple correlation between the independent variables 
necessary to identify multicollinearity. We use variance inflation factor (VIF) 
to assess multiple variable collinearity (Kutner, Nachstheim, & Neter, 2004). 
The measure tells the degree to which each independent variable is explained 
by the other independent variables. A common cut-off threshold for variance 
inflation factor value is 10. As shown in Table 5.2, all the variance inflation 
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factor values were below 10. Therefore, there is no support for the existence of 
multicollinearity. 
5.4.5 Common Method Bias 
Common method bias is “variance that is attributable to the 
measurement method rather than to the constructs the measures represent” 
(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Padsakoff, 2003, p. 879). It is a major 
contributor to systematic measurement error (Bagozzi & Yi, 1991). If common 
method bias is sufficiently high, incorrect conclusions may be drawn about 
relationships between constructs. To reduce the likelihood of common method 
bias, items were randomized within the instrument to limit the ability of 
participants to detect underlying construct patterns that could influence their 
answers (Shadish et al., 2002; Straub, Boudreau, & Gefen, 2004). However, 
because both the dependent variable (intention to share information) and 
independent variables were measured using the same instrument, the occurrence 
of common method bias was still possible. Therefore, we performed some tests 
to rule out common method bias as a factor in this study. 
First, we performed Harman’s one factor test (Podsakoff et al., 2003). 
In this test, all items are entered into an unrotated exploratory factor analysis to 
determine whether a single factor emerges or a single factor accounts for the 
majority of the variance. If one factor accounts for more than 50% of the 
variance, there is common method bias in the study. In Study 1, 7 factors 
emerged, the largest of which accounted for 29 percent of the variance. 
Therefore, common method bias was not an issue for this study. 
Because Harman’s one factor test is increasingly contested for its ability 
to detect common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003), we also performed a 
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test to evaluate the construct correlations (Bagozzi, Yi, & Phillips, 1991; Pavlou, 
Liang, & Xue, 2007). The construct correlation matrix calculated by PLS is 
examined to determine whether any constructs correlate extremely highly (more 
than .90). In Study 1, none of the constructs were so highly correlated. This also 
demonstrated that common method bias is not an issue for this study. 
The results of the above two tests suggest that common method bias is 
not a major concern in this study. 
5.5 Hypotheses Testing 
The previous section confirmed good psychometric properties in the 
measurement model. Next, the structural model was examined. This evaluation 
consisted of an assessment of the explanatory power of the independent 
constructs, and an examination of the size and significance of the path 
coefficients. Bootstrapping was used to produce parameter estimates, standard 
errors, and t-statistics. A five percent level of significance was used for all 
statistical tests. 
A summary of the hypothesis testing for Study 1 is presented in Table 
5.5. The R-squared for intention to share information is 0.313, which means that 
the current factors can explain 31.3% of the variance in the intention to share 
information. All the hypotheses are supported. Instinct to share information is a 
significant predictor of behavioural intention to share information. In addition, 
other factors including self-enhancement, loss of knowledge power, image, 
reciprocity, and pro-sharing norms also significantly affect one’s instinct to 
share information. This shows the importance of one’s instinct in shaping 
behaviour. Instinct is a natural inclination and is likely to lead to certain 
behaviour. The other factors may affect behaviour as well. 
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Table 5.5 Summary of Hypothesis Testing (Study 1) 
Hypotheses Path Estimate Standard Error t-statistic Support 
INSI  ITSI 0.109 0.021 <0.001 Yes 
SEHN  ITSI 0.306 0.023 <0.001 Yes 
LOKP  ITSI -0.114 0.017 <0.001 Yes 
PSNM  ITSI 0.165 0.021 <0.001 Yes 
RECP  ITSI 0.084 0.023 <0.001 Yes 
IMAG  ITSI 0.086 0.023 <0.001 Yes 
ITSI  IFSB 0.658 0.013 <0.001 Yes 
Note.  R-squared for ITSI is 0.313, and R-squared for IFSB is 0.434. 
5.6 Discussion of Model Constructs 
Given the lack of prior research on information sharing in social media, 
an important objective of this study is to develop and validate the model 
constructs to facilitate further research in this area. There has been significant 
emphasis put on developing measures with high construct validity. The earlier 
sections report the results of the testing of all constructs in terms of conceptual 
and empirical construct validity. This process of validation is a major 
contribution of this study. 
The research instrument in this study gains credibility from several 
analyses conducted. First of all, content validity was adequately assessed 
through extensive review of literature, conceptual validation, and discussion 
with faculty members and graduate students, pilot testing, and publications in 
conferences and journals. Secondly, the instrument was discussed with several 
undergraduate students who were potential respondents to the survey. Their 
suggestions were incorporated to the questionnaire. Finally, the significance of 





5.6.1 Social Exchange Theory Constructs 
5.6.1.1 Loss of Knowledge Power 
The loss of knowledge power construct demonstrated more than 
adequate construct validity in terms of internal consistency reliability, 
convergent validity, discriminant validity, and predictive validity in Study 1. 
We observed substantive relationship between loss of knowledge power and 
intention to share information. These strong results reflect the strong influence 
of loss of knowledge power on information sharing behaviour. 
5.6.1.2 Reciprocity 
The reciprocity construct had high internal consistency reliability, 
convergent validity and discriminant validity. It had significant influence on 
intention to share information in Study 1. We observed substantive relationship 
between reciprocity and intention to share information. The results reflect the 
strong influence of reciprocity on information sharing behaviour. 
5.6.1.3 Image 
The image construct had high internal consistency reliability and 
convergent validity. However, it did not have good discriminant validity. 
Although the correlations between image and other constructs were lower than 
the square root of the average variances extracted, the construct had high 
correlation with self-enhancement in Study 1. Image was a significant predictor 
for intention to share information. The measurement items for this construct 






5.6.2 Social Capital Theory Constructs 
The pro-sharing norms construct demonstrated more than adequate 
construct validity in terms of internal consistency reliability, convergent validity, 
discriminant validity, and predictive validity in Study 1. We also observed 
substantive relationship between this construct and intention to share 
information. These strong results reflect the strong influence of pro-sharing 
norms on information sharing behaviour. 
5.6.3 Egoistic and Altruistic Motivation Constructs 
The construct of self-enhancement had high internal consistency 
reliability and convergent validity. However, it did not have good discriminant 
validity. Although the correlations between self-enhancement and other 
constructs were lower than the square root of the average variances extracted, 
the items had high cross loadings and high construct correlation with image in 
Study 1. The link between self-enhancement and intention to share information 
was marginally significant in Study 1. Therefore, the construct warrants further 
investigation to improve its discriminant validity. 
5.6.4 Instinct to Share Information 
Measures for instinct to share information were self-developed. After 
deleting the items with loadings less than 0.55, six items were finally retained 
for further data analysis. The construct demonstrated high internal consistency 
reliability, convergent validity and discriminant validity. It was also a 
significant predictor of intention to share information in Study 1. These results 
reflect the strong influence of instinct to share information on information 
sharing behaviour. This also shows the high quality of the remaining six 
measurement items. However, it is noted that the average variance extracted for 
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this construct is only 0.58. In order to improve the quality of the items for the 
construct, we kept the good items from Study 1 and added some new items in 
Study 2 and 3. This is an important step in the item development process for the 
new construct of instinct to share information. 
5.7 Discussion of Results 
One of the goals of this research was to identify and assess a set of 
important variables that affects human information sharing behaviour. In 
general, our empirical results provide strong support for our research framework, 
which encompasses the social exchange perspective, social capital perspective, 
egoistic and altruistic motivation perspective, and instinctive information 
sharing perspective. Cost and benefit factors such as loss of knowledge power, 
reciprocity, and image had significant effects on intention to share information 
in social media. Social capital factors in the form of reciprocity and pro-sharing 
norms played a crucial role in explaining intention to share information in social 
media. Egoistic and altruistic motivation factors including reciprocity, image, 
and self-enhancement also had significant influences on intention to share 
information in social media. Most importantly, instinct to share information was 
a significant predictor of intention to share information, even when it was in the 
model with factors from other theoretical perspectives. 
5.7.1 Social Exchange Theory Factors 
Loss of knowledge power was a significant predictor of intention to 
share information. It appears that people would not be willing to share 
information with others in social media when they perceive that the information 
sharing behaviour makes them lose their unique value and power of owning the 
knowledge others do not have. The mean value of the construct of loss of 
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knowledge power is 2.67 (neutral value = 4) and the standard deviation is 1.01. 
This seems to suggest that most people perceive loss of knowledge power as a 
real cost in the information sharing behaviour in social media. 
Reciprocity had a significant effect on intention to share information. 
People with high reciprocity would be more willing to help others by sharing 
their information. However, the construct’s mean value of 4.58 and standard 
deviation of 1.00 seem to suggest that some people may not expect much 
reciprocity for information sharing. 
Image was a significant predictor of intention to share information. 
People who perceive their image to be improved would be more willing to share 
information with others in social media. We notice the less than neutral mean 
value of 3.93 and a large standard deviation of 1.11 for image construct in Study 
1. This suggests people have different perceptions on image for their 
information sharing behaviour. Nevertheless, the effect of image on information 
sharing behaviour is still strong in this study. 
5.7.2 Social Capital Theory Factors 
Pro-sharing norms also had a significant effect on intention to share 
information. In the social media with high pro-sharing norms, people are more 
willing to share information freely. However, in the social media with low pro-
sharing norms, for example certain political forums with strict moderation, 
people may not share much information with others because they are afraid of 
possible punishment. This finding together with the high mean value of 4.99 
and the low standard deviation of 0.89 in Study 1 demonstrates the significant 
influence of pro-sharing norms on information sharing behaviour. 
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Reciprocity as a type of social capital also had a significant effect on 
intention to share information. It has been discussed in the earlier section. 
5.7.3 Egoistic and Altruistic Motivation Factors 
Self-enhancement was a significant predictor of intention to share 
information. People with high self-enhancement are more willing to share 
information in social media because they can improve their self-enhancement 
in the process. However, the mean value for the construct is 4.03 with a standard 
deviation of 1.15 in Study 1. This shows that many respondents do not have 
high self-enhancement in social media. Nevertheless, it is still a significant 
predictor in this study. 
Image and reciprocity are also egoistic motivation factors that 
significantly affect intention to share information. We have discussed them in 
the earlier sections. 
5.7.4 Instinct to Share Information 
The central construct of this research, instinct to share information, had 
a significant effect on intention to share information. People who are more 
naturally inclined to share information with others would be more willing to 
share information in social media. The mean value for the construct is 4.68 and 
the standard deviation is 0.83. This shows that most respondents are naturally 
more inclined to share information.  
We also tested the model without the instinct to share information 
construct. The R-squared was reduced from 0.313 to 0.303 and the change in R-
squared was significant. This shows the importance of the instinctive 




5.8 Further Analyses 
Further analyses of the data were carried out to examine the difference 
in results for users of different online forums. This is useful to understand how 
the topics of forums affect the information sharing behaviour of the users. 
For food review forums and IT forums, the results were the same as the 
overall results of the study. All the factors were significant to affect users’ 
information sharing intention and behaviour in the forums. 
For lifestyle forums, loss of knowledge power and reciprocity were not 
significant predictors of intention to share information. One plausible reason is 
that, in lifestyle forums, people do not care or consider much about knowledge 
power issues. People also do not expect future reciprocity if they share 
information in the forum. People share information just to help others or to 
express themselves without concern for loss of knowledge power or reciprocity. 
For political forums, only self-enhancement and pro-sharing norms had 
significant effects on intention to share information. Even instinct to share 
information was not a significant predictor. The change in R-squared for the 
models without and with instinct to share information is only marginally 
significant. This shows that in political forums, people participate and share 
their opinions only when many others are also doing so and this sharing 
behaviour is mainly related to self-enhancement. In political forums, the natural 
inclination to share information may not work because many other factors 
influence the information sharing behaviours more. People usually do not talk 
about politics to the public very freely online. In addition, loss of knowledge 
power and reciprocity are also not concerns to share information in political 
forums. People share their own opinions in such forums only to express their 
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political views. Image also does not affect the information sharing behaviour in 
political forums. 
For travel review forums, pro-sharing norms were the only significant 
predictor of intention to share information. In successful online travel review 
forums, there are usually very high pro-sharing norms. Many people contribute 
their travel experience and information in the forums. They share information 
mainly because others also share information there and this promotes the pro-
sharing norms in the forums. Loss of knowledge power is a marginal significant 
factor, which means that some people may consider sharing information in 
travel review forums make them lose their unique knowledge. The other factors, 
including self-enhancement, reciprocity and image, were not significant 
predictors of intention to share information in travel review forums. People do 
not consider these factors when they decide whether to share information in 
travel review forums. In addition, the instinct to share information was also not 
significant. The change in R-squared for the models without and with instinct 
to share information is only marginally significant. This shows that for travel 
review forums, people’s natural inclination to share information is not strong to 
influence their intention to share information. The pro-sharing norms of the 




Table 5.6 Summary of Hypothesis Testing for Different Forums (Study 1) 






















INSI 0.156*** 0.040 0.190*** 0.035 0.174*** 0.063 -0.120 0.183 -0.138 0.169 
SEHN 0.281*** 0.043 0.278*** 0.041 0.290*** 0.065 0.338** 0.166 0.340 0.334 
LOKP -0.182*** 0.037 -0.065** 0.030 0.057 0.074 -0.128 0.128 -0.107* 0.084 
PSNM 0.084*** 0.040 0.072** 0.035 0.165*** 0.063 0.362*** 0.102 0.348*** 0.118 
RECP 0.122*** 0.038 0.154*** 0.037 0.046 0.057 0.104 0.157 0.148 0.212 
IMAG 0.115*** 0.048 0.103*** 0.043 0.168*** 0.071 0.082 0.130 0.011 0.089 
ITSI 0.599*** 0.024 0.690*** 0.021 0.630*** 0.033 0.598*** 0.077 0.608*** 0.051 
R-squared 
for ITSI 




0.273 0.291 0.376 0.351 0.368 
R-squared 
Change 
0.020*** 0.028*** 0.011*** 0.020* 0.011* 
Sample 
Size 
863 920 387 106 164 
*p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
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Chapter 6 Research Study 2 
In this chapter, we describe the results of testing the model proposed for 
Study 2. Study 2 tests a different model with a different sample. The model is 
also tested using PLS. This chapter begins with the specific research model and 
improved measurement items for instinct to share information for Study 2. After 
that, the survey administration procedures are presented. Next, the results of 
evaluating the measurement model and structural model are presented. Similar 
to Chapter 5, the strengths and weaknesses of each model variable are 
highlighted and discussed and the interpretation of findings is presented. Finally, 
the contribution of each theoretical perspective to information sharing intention 
is assessed and presented. 
6.1 Research Model 
Study 2 examined all the factors in the research model proposed in 
Chapter 3 (see Figures 6.1 to 6.4). For this study, in order to improve the quality 
of self-developed measurement items for the construct of instinct to share 
information, we revised and used 15 items to measure this construct (see Table 
6.1). Among the 15 items, seven were from Study 1 and eight new ones were 
developed. 
6.2 Survey Procedure 
6.2.1 Sample Selection 
Adopting the more stringent guideline of 200 prescribed for a statistical 
power of 80%, we ought to get a sample of at least 200 responses. For Study 2, 
we tried to get a different sample from Study 1 to test the hypotheses. Therefore, 
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we chose to recruit people from the Amazon Turk website to complete the 
questionnaire. 
Figure 6.1 The Research Model for Study 2 (SET Factors) 
Instinct to Share 
Information
Loss of Knowledge 





Figure 6.2 The Research Model for Study 2 (SCT Factors) 
Instinct to Share 
Information
Reciprocity








6.2.2 Survey Administration Procedures 
We posted the survey link at the Amazon Turk website and invited 
people who had experience in using social media to do the survey. The 
respondents were asked to choose a social media platform which they most 
frequently visited and responded to the questions based on their experience with 
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the chosen social media platform. The social media platforms included 
Facebook, Twitter, Google+, LinkedIn, Weibo, Renren, Douban, and Kaixin. 
The respondent could indicate another social media platform for the survey if 
the most frequently visited social media platform was not listed above. 200 good 
responses were kept. We then proceeded to analyse the data for Study 2. 
Figure 6.3 The Research Model for Study 2 (Motivation Factors) 
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6.3 Structural Equation Modelling 
Given the prediction-oriented nature of this study, the absence of 
multivariate normal distribution in the constructs (see Table 6.2) and the use of 
non-interval scales, PLS was the preferred technique for Study 2. SmartPLS 
(Ringle et al., 2005) and WarpPLS (Kock, 2012) were used to analyse the data. 
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Table 6.2 reports the descriptive statistics and the results of normality testing of 
the study. 
Table 6.1 Operationalization of Instinct to Share Information (Study 2) 
Item Code Item Wording Source 











People are born to share information with 
others. 
INSI3 
It is natural for me to share information with 
others. 
INSI4 I have a need to share information with others. 
INSI5 
When I learn something new, I wish to share it 
with others. 
INSI6 
I can show the way for strangers if they get lost 
in the street. 
INSI7 When I find a nice restaurant, I will tell others. 
INSI8 When I read a good book, I will tell others. 
INSI9 
I would rather do something that requires little 
information sharing than something that is sure 
to take extensive information sharing from 
me.* 
INSI10 
I have difficulties in sharing new and 
unfamiliar information.* 
INSI11 
I do not want to share what I know with 
others.* 
INSI12 
I have to evaluate costs and benefits before I 
share the information with others.* 
INSI13 
I prefer sharing information with people 
around rather than keeping it to myself. 
INSI14 I like others to share information with me. 
INSI15 
It is natural for others to share information with 
me. 
 
6.4 Testing the Measurement Model 
6.4.1 Internal Consistency Reliability 
The Cronbach’s alphas of all the constructs were higher than 0.70 (see 
Table 6.3). This showed high internal consistency reliability for the model. All 
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the indicators exceeded  Falk and Miller’s (1992) recommended factor loading 
of 0.55 and were significant at 0.01 level (see Table 6.4). For the 15 items of 
instinct to share information, we did an iterative deletion process for the items 
with factor loading below 0.55. Finally, four items were kept for further data 
analysis. 





Skewness Kurtosis Statistic Significance 
INSI 4.96 1.28 -.50 .06 .97 .002 
EHLP 4.96 1.36 -.70 .56 .95 <.001 
SEHN 4.11 1.59 -.23 -.62 .96 .001 
LOKP 2.65 1.35 .50 -.55 .90 <.001 
RECP 4.51 1.48 -.76 .13 .94 <.001 
IMAG 3.99 1.42 -.40 -.35 .97 .003 
PSNM 4.80 1.13 -.37 .65 .98 .016 
SCSE 5.91 1.22 -1.07 .88 .81 <.001 
CMTM 4.34 1.65 -.48 -.38 .94 <.001 
EPIS 4.66 1.57 -.41 -.24 .95 <.001 
ADVM 5.31 1.19 -.78 1.02 .95 <.001 
ITSI 5.25 1.32 -.82 .97 .91 <.001 
 
6.4.2 Convergent Validity 
For Study 2, the composite reliabilities of all the constructs ranged from 
0.90 to 0.96, which were higher than the recommended values of 0.7 (Chin, 
1998). The average variances extracted of all the constructs ranged from 0.69 
to 0.90, which were higher than the recommended values of 0.5 (Fornell & 
Larcker, 1981). Thus, the multiple-item constructs in the measurement model 















INSI 0.90 0.93 0.77 1.87 
EHLP 0.91 0.94 0.80 3.72 
SEHN 0.95 0.96 0.86 4.04 
LOKP 0.90 0.94 0.83 1.49 
RECP 0.88 0.93 0.83 1.79 
IMAG 0.87 0.91 0.72 3.03 
PSNM 0.85 0.90 0.69 1.71 
SCSE 0.92 0.95 0.87 1.50 
CMTM 0.87 0.92 0.80 1.68 
EPIS 0.89 0.95 0.90 2.17 
ADVM 0.88 0.92 0.73 1.66 
ITSI 0.89 0.93 0.81 2.66 
 
6.4.3 Discriminant Validity 
Table 6.5 presents the correlation matrices of the constructs in the model 
for Study 2. In all the cases, the correlations between two constructs were less 
than the square root of the average variances extracted by the items measuring 
a construct. Hence, there is high discriminant validity in the instrument. 
6.4.4 Assessing Multicollinearity 
As shown in Table 6.3, all the variance inflation factor values were all 
below the threshold value of 10. Therefore, there is no support for the existence 
of multicollinearity. 
6.4.5 Common Method Bias 




First, we performed Harman’s one factor test (Podsakoff et al., 2003). 
In Study 2, 9 factors emerged, the largest of which accounted for 34 percent of 
the variance, less than 50% of the variance. This indicated that common method 
bias was not an issue in this study. 
We also performed a test to evaluate the construct correlations (Bagozzi 
et al., 1991; Pavlou et al., 2007). The construct correlation matrix calculated by 
PLS was examined to determine whether any constructs correlate extremely 
highly (more than .90). None of the constructs were so highly correlated. This 
also demonstrated that common method bias was not an issue in this study. 
We also performed correlational marker technique (Lindell & Whitney, 
2001) which used a theoretically unrelated construct (a marker variable) to 
adjust the correlations among the principal constructs. Since we did not measure 
an unrelated construct, we used a modified test (Pavlou & Gefen, 2005) in which  
a weakly related construct was used. High correlations among any of the items 
of the study’s principal constructs and the marker variable indicate common 
method bias because the marker variable should be weakly or not related to the 
principal constructs. In Study 2, we used conscientiousness as the marker 
variable. The correlations between conscientiousness and other constructs 
ranged from 0.01 to 0.31, and the average correlation among conscientiousness 
and other constructs was 0.14. Thus, there was minimal evidence of common 
method bias in this study. 
The results of the above three tests suggest that common method bias is 
not a major concern in this study.
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Table 6.4 Correlations between Items and Latent Variables (Study 2) 
 INSI EHLP SEHN LOKP RECP IMAG PSNM SCSE CMTM EPIS AVSM ITSI 
INSI1 0.89 0.50 0.48 0.02 0.21 0.40 0.26 0.10 0.27 0.39 0.30 0.35 
INSI3 0.91 0.51 0.50 0.03 0.21 0.42 0.30 0.06 0.27 0.46 0.19 0.33 
INSI4 0.86 0.53 0.54 0.11 0.35 0.47 0.23 0.06 0.37 0.41 0.29 0.37 
INSI5 0.84 0.49 0.44 -0.02 0.24 0.34 0.24 0.16 0.23 0.38 0.29 0.36 
EHLP1 0.54 0.88 0.69 -0.05 0.37 0.50 0.28 0.17 0.49 0.65 0.28 0.63 
EHLP2 0.49 0.89 0.64 -0.03 0.46 0.50 0.32 0.15 0.50 0.54 0.29 0.59 
EHLP3 0.44 0.89 0.60 -0.09 0.40 0.42 0.36 0.17 0.45 0.48 0.33 0.53 
EHLP4 0.59 0.91 0.74 -0.04 0.45 0.58 0.34 0.15 0.47 0.61 0.35 0.61 
SEHN1 0.58 0.74 0.90 0.14 0.46 0.65 0.38 0.05 0.45 0.52 0.26 0.45 
SEHN2 0.54 0.69 0.94 0.18 0.45 0.67 0.31 0.00 0.47 0.51 0.31 0.39 
SEHN3 0.48 0.67 0.93 0.19 0.45 0.68 0.38 0.00 0.54 0.50 0.28 0.41 
SEHN4 0.48 0.69 0.94 0.13 0.41 0.68 0.35 0.05 0.50 0.52 0.34 0.48 
LOKP1 0.02 -0.10 0.11 0.90 -0.04 0.11 -0.13 -0.31 -0.01 -0.05 -0.14 -0.25 
LOKP2 0.10 0.01 0.24 0.91 0.10 0.21 -0.11 -0.30 0.09 -0.05 -0.14 -0.18 
LOKP3 0.00 -0.07 0.12 0.92 0.03 0.15 -0.17 -0.32 0.02 -0.04 -0.24 -0.21 
RECP1 0.27 0.40 0.45 0.09 0.91 0.58 0.30 0.06 0.34 0.21 0.16 0.30 
RECP2 0.26 0.40 0.39 0.03 0.91 0.51 0.31 0.05 0.35 0.29 0.19 0.30 
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 INSI EHLP SEHN LOKP RECP IMAG PSNM SCSE CMTM EPIS AVSM ITSI 
RECP3 0.25 0.46 0.44 -0.03 0.87 0.56 0.42 0.13 0.30 0.29 0.23 0.37 
IMAG1 0.40 0.49 0.66 0.12 0.57 0.87 0.35 0.13 0.49 0.41 0.25 0.41 
IMAG2 0.24 0.31 0.49 0.31 0.41 0.76 0.27 -0.13 0.38 0.19 0.09 0.14 
IMAG3 0.46 0.54 0.62 0.11 0.58 0.89 0.41 0.10 0.48 0.41 0.36 0.37 
IMAG4 0.45 0.56 0.67 0.06 0.51 0.88 0.48 0.07 0.46 0.39 0.35 0.36 
PSNM1 0.25 0.30 0.31 -0.08 0.32 0.41 0.80 0.17 0.24 0.18 0.45 0.22 
PSNM2 0.28 0.34 0.32 -0.15 0.36 0.35 0.90 0.18 0.27 0.21 0.44 0.26 
PSNM3 0.18 0.25 0.26 -0.20 0.23 0.27 0.81 0.19 0.16 0.06 0.38 0.25 
PSNM4 0.26 0.31 0.38 -0.07 0.36 0.46 0.81 0.02 0.28 0.15 0.39 0.20 
SCSE1 0.05 0.12 -0.02 -0.32 0.07 0.01 0.13 0.94 0.02 0.18 0.28 0.39 
SCSE2 0.13 0.22 0.09 -0.28 0.11 0.11 0.15 0.94 0.05 0.21 0.34 0.40 
SCSE3 0.13 0.15 0.01 -0.34 0.06 0.04 0.18 0.92 0.07 0.20 0.36 0.42 
CMTM1 0.23 0.43 0.41 -0.06 0.27 0.46 0.25 0.13 0.88 0.35 0.21 0.40 
CMTM2 0.28 0.46 0.47 0.07 0.36 0.49 0.24 0.01 0.91 0.40 0.20 0.33 
CMTM3 0.35 0.54 0.53 0.07 0.35 0.48 0.28 -0.01 0.89 0.48 0.20 0.43 
EPIS1 0.48 0.62 0.51 -0.09 0.30 0.40 0.16 0.26 0.44 0.95 0.27 0.65 
EPIS2 0.41 0.60 0.54 -0.01 0.25 0.39 0.18 0.15 0.43 0.95 0.27 0.54 
AVSM1 0.31 0.43 0.40 -0.21 0.29 0.38 0.43 0.27 0.28 0.31 0.73 0.32 
AVSM2 0.24 0.28 0.24 -0.13 0.17 0.21 0.43 0.29 0.18 0.20 0.88 0.31 
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 INSI EHLP SEHN LOKP RECP IMAG PSNM SCSE CMTM EPIS AVSM ITSI 
AVSM3 0.26 0.28 0.25 -0.13 0.18 0.27 0.47 0.34 0.17 0.24 0.91 0.34 
AVSM4 0.25 0.24 0.24 -0.20 0.12 0.25 0.39 0.30 0.16 0.23 0.89 0.32 
ITSI1 0.38 0.65 0.48 -0.16 0.36 0.40 0.24 0.37 0.44 0.63 0.36 0.92 
ITSI2 0.37 0.61 0.44 -0.18 0.34 0.36 0.26 0.42 0.40 0.60 0.35 0.95 













Table 6.5 Correlations of Constructs (Study 2) 
Note.  Diagonals represent the square root of the average variances extracted for each construct; other entries represent the correlations between 
two constructs. 
 INSI LOKP EHLP RECP IMAG SCSE EPIS PSNM CMTM SEHN ADVM OPNS CSTN EXTV AGRB NRTC ITSI 
INSI 0.83                 
LOKP -0.15 0.90                
EHLP 0.52 -0.17 0.87               
RECP 0.13 0.17 0.18 0.90              
IMAG 0.28 0.17 0.42 0.43 0.84             
SCSE 0.17 -0.37 0.23 0.02 0.02 0.96            
EPIS 0.42 -0.08 0.59 0.22 0.35 0.20 0.96           
PSNM 0.20 -0.07 0.30 0.26 0.29 0.20 0.22 0.82          
CMTM 0.25 0.03 0.31 0.25 0.33 0.16 0.38 0.21 0.89         
SEHN 0.37 0.14 0.60 0.32 0.63 -0.02 0.46 0.25 0.37 0.92        
ADVM 0.27 -0.21 0.35 0.22 0.28 0.44 0.24 0.44 0.30 0.23 0.87       
OPNS 0.25 -0.07 0.16 0.02 0.07 0.15 0.24 0.13 0.10 0.08 0.16 0.63      
CSTN 0.16 -0.05 0.12 0.02 0.03 0.13 -0.01 0.14 0.01 0.06 0.08 -0.07 0.71     
EXTV 0.38 -0.10 0.29 0.11 0.10 0.10 0.27 0.16 0.11 0.14 0.12 0.37 0.25 0.72    
AGRB 0.20 -0.14 0.13 -0.03 -0.05 0.05 -0.06 0.11 -0.01 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.32 0.19 0.65   
NRTC -0.06 0.14 -0.08 0.08 0.10 -0.12 -0.03 -0.03 0.07 0.10 -0.01 -0.03 -0.27 -0.33 -0.18 0.67  
ITSI 0.38 -0.32 0.59 0.17 0.31 0.39 0.55 0.33 0.40 0.34 0.45 0.20 0.07 0.17 0.05 -0.07 0.89 
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6.5 Hypotheses Testing 
The previous section confirmed good psychometric properties in the 
measurement model. Next, the structural model was examined. This evaluation 
consisted of an assessment of the explanatory power of the independent 
constructs, and an examination of the size and significance of the path 
coefficients. Bootstrapping was used to produce parameter estimates, standard 
errors, and t-statistics. A five percent level of significance was used for all 
statistical tests. 
A summary of the hypothesis testing for Study 2 is presented in Table 
6.6 and 6.7. For this study, three theoretical models are included and compared. 
For the three models, the percentage of variance explained surpasses the 
criterion of 10 percent (Falk & Miller, 1992), which implies that the three 
theoretical perspectives play a substantive role in predicting information sharing 
behaviour in social media. For the model with SET factors, all hypotheses are 
supported. For the model with SCT factors, the influences of instinct to share 
information and pro-sharing norms on intention to share information are not 
significant. For the model with motivation factors, all the constructs are 
significant predictors of intention to share information. For the model with five 
personality traits to instinct to share information, openness to experience and 
extraversion have significant correlation with instinct to share information. 
Nevertheless, the personality traits can explain 18.2% of the variance in instinct 
to share information. This implies the importance of understanding the 





6.6 Further Analyses 
Further analyses of the data were carried out in order to understand how 
each of the theoretical perspective contributes to the explanation of information 
sharing behaviour. 
Table 6.6 Summary of Hypothesis Testing (Study 2) 














INSI 0.338*** 0.072 0.073 0.073 0.209*** 0.072 
LOKP -0.327*** 0.051     
RECP 0.134* 0.090 0.106** 0.065 0.349*** 0.035 
IMAG 0.189*** 0.076   0.423*** 0.023 
SCSE   0.266*** 0.057   
EPIS   0.442*** 0.093   
PSNM   0.054 0.073   
CMTM   0.133** 0.064   
SEHN     0.382*** 0.030 
EGMV     0.349*** 0.098 
ADVM     0.192** 0.084 




0.294 0.554 0.318 
R-squared 
Change 
0.092*** 0.004 0.032*** 
Note.  *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01. 
To compare the relative contributions of each theoretical perspective, 
three structural models involving each theoretical perspective were developed 
and analysed. Table 6.6 provides a comparison of the three theoretical models: 
social exchange theory, social capital theory, egoistic and altruistic motivations. 
The SET model includes cost and benefit factors and explains 38.6% of the 
variance in information sharing intention. The SCT model includes several 
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types of social capitals and explains 55.8% of the variance in information 
sharing intention. The motivation model includes egoistic and altruistic 
motivation factors and explains 35.9% of the variance in information sharing 
intention. These results suggest that social capitals play the most influential role 
in one’s decision to share information in social media, followed by various 
motivations and cost and benefit factors. 
Table 6.7 Summary of Hypothesis Testing for Personality Traits 
(Study 2) 
Hypotheses Path Estimate Standard Error p-value Support 
OPNS – INSI 0.251 0.066 <0.001 Yes 
CSTN – INSI 0.046 0.172 0.395 No 
EXTV – INSI 0.148 0.067 0.014 Yes 
AGRB – INSI 0.145 0.161 0.185 No 
NRTC – INSI -0.169 0.116 0.073 Marginal 
Note.  R-squared = 0.182 
6.7 Discussion of Model Constructs 
6.7.1 Social Exchange Theory Constructs 
6.7.1.1 Loss of Knowledge Power 
The loss of knowledge power construct demonstrated more than 
adequate construct validity in terms of internal consistency reliability, 
convergent validity, discriminant validity, and predictive validity in Study 2. 
We observed substantive relationship between loss of knowledge power and 
intention to share information. These strong results reflect the strong influence 
of loss of knowledge power on information sharing behaviour. 
6.7.1.2 Enjoyment in Helping Others 
The enjoyment in helping others construct had high internal consistency 
reliability and convergent validity. However, it did not have good discriminant 
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validity. Although the correlations between enjoyment and other constructs 
were lower than the square root of the average variances extracted, the items 
had high cross loadings with self-enhancement and intention to share 
information in Study 2. The construct correlation table also showed that 
enjoyment had high correlations (above 0.50) with instinct to share information, 
self-enhancement, image, commitment, experience in information sharing, and 
intention to share information in Study 2. When we included enjoyment in 
helping others in Study 2, the path estimates of other constructs to the dependent 
variable became not significant. It also had a high VIF of 3.72 in Study 2, 
suggesting potential multicollinearity issue. Thus, we excluded this construct in 
the models in Study 2. This construct, in particular the measurement items of 
this construct, warrants further investigation. 
6.7.1.3 Reciprocity 
The reciprocity construct had high internal consistency reliability, 
convergent validity and discriminant validity. It had significant influence on 
intention to share information in the three models in Study 2, although its 
significance level in the SET model was marginal. One plausible reason for this 
is that the Study 1 was conducted in the context of online forums where people 
often visited to seek help in addition to share information to help others. For 
Study 2, it was conducted in the context of social media where the main purpose 
was to share interesting stories and opinions with others. Thus, there would be 
less reciprocity expected in social media when sharing information. This 






The image construct had high internal consistency reliability and 
convergent validity. However, it did not have good discriminant validity. 
Although the correlations between image and other constructs were lower than 
the square root of the average variances extracted, the items had high construct 
correlation with enjoyment, self-enhancement, reciprocity and commitment in 
Study 2. It was still significant with factors from SET and motivation factors. 
The measurement items for this construct should be improved to reduce its 
correlation with other constructs in future research. 
6.7.2 Social Capital Theory Constructs 
The social capital constructs demonstrated adequate construct validity 
in Study 2. The relationships between specific computer self-efficacy in 
information sharing in social media, experience of information sharing in social 
media, commitment and intention to share information were all significant. 
Nevertheless, the item PSNM5 did not have good internal consistency reliability. 
Thus, it was excluded from further analysis. Moreover, the relationship between 
pro-sharing norms and intention to share information was not significant. This 
shows that people may not think much about pro-sharing norms when sharing 
information in the social media. 
6.7.3 Egoistic and Altruistic Motivation Constructs 
6.7.3.1 Self-Enhancement 
The construct of self-enhancement had high internal consistency 
reliability and convergent validity. However, it did not have good discriminant 
validity. Although the correlations between self-enhancement and other 
constructs were lower than the square root of the average variances extracted, 
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the items had high cross loadings with enjoyment, image and instinct to share 
information in Study 2. In addition, it also had high construct correlation with 
instinct to share information, enjoyment, and image in Study 2. It also had a 
high VIF of 4.04 in Study 2, suggesting potential multicollinearity issue. The 
link between self-enhancement and intention to share information was 
significant in Study 2. Therefore, self-enhancement still had significant 
predictive validity because it could significantly affect intention to share 
information. The construct warrants further investigation to improve its 
discriminant validity. 
6.7.3.2 Egoistic Motivation 
The second-order formative construct of egoistic motivation consisted 
of three reflective constructs, namely, self-enhancement, image, and reciprocity. 
The weights for the three constructs are shown in Table 6.8. They were all 
significant and the VIF scores were lower than 3.3 (Cenfetelli & Bassellier, 
2009; Petter, Straub, & Rai, 2007), indicating that all the three formative factors 
were not redundant.  This second-order formative construct had a significant 
effect on intention to share information. This showed that the influence of 
egoistic motivation as a whole was significant. 
Table 6.8 Indicator Weights for Egoistic Motivation (Study 2) 
 EGMV SE p-value VIF 
SEHN 0.39 0.034 <0.001 2.09 
IMAG 0.41 0.026 <0.001 2.59 






6.7.3.3 Advancement of Social Media 
The advancement of social media construct demonstrated more than 
adequate construct validity in terms of internal consistency reliability, 
convergent validity, discriminant validity, and predictive validity in Study 2. 
We also observed substantive relationship between this construct and intention 
to share information. These strong results reflect the strong influence of 
advancement of social media on information sharing behaviour. 
6.7.4 Personality Traits 
The indicator weights and VIF values for personality traits are shown in 
Table 6.9. The constructs of openness to experience, conscientiousness, 
extraversion and neuroticism had good psychometric properties. The indicator 
weights for the four formative items were significant and the VIF values were 
less than 3.3. This shows that there was no redundant item for these constructs. 
The agreeableness construct did not have good psychometric properties. The 
indicator weights for the four formative items were all not significant. This 
construct warrants further investigation to improve its psychometric properties. 
Out of the five personality traits, only openness to experience and extraversion 
had significant correlations with instinct to share information. 
6.7.5 Instinct to Share Information 
Measures for instinct to share information were self-developed. The 
construct demonstrated high internal consistency reliability and convergent 
validity. However, in Study 2, it had a high correlation of 0.56 with self-
enhancement. This was not the case in Study 1. Instinct to share information 
was also a significant predictor of intention to share information in the SET 
model and egoistic and altruistic motivation model in Study 2. For the SCT 
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model in Study 2, instinct to share information was not significant. Therefore, 
we believe that instinct to share information still has good predictive validity. If 
the items for enjoyment and self-enhancement are improved, the discriminant 
validity of instinct to share information can be demonstrated. We would like to 
believe that the absence of a substantive predictive relationship for the SCT 
model is attributed more to empirical grounds than to concerns about construct 
validity. 
Table 6.9 Indicator Weights for Personality Traits (Study 2) 
 OPNS CSTN EXTV AGRB NRTC SE p-value VIF 
OPNS1 0.36 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 <0.001 1.37 
OPNS2 0.39 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 <0.001 1.42 
OPNS3 0.36 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 <0.001 1.28 
OPNS4 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 <0.001 1.21 
CSTN1 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.08 <0.001 1.12 
CSTN2 0.00 0.46 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 <0.001 1.55 
CSTN3 0.00 0.46 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 <0.001 1.51 
CSTN4 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.08 <0.001 1.11 
EXTV1 0.00 0.00 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.03 <0.001 1.38 
EXTV2 0.00 0.00 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.03 <0.001 1.41 
EXTV3 0.00 0.00 0.35 0.00 0.00 0.03 <0.001 1.77 
EXTV4 0.00 0.00 0.34 0.00 0.00 0.03 <0.001 1.65 
AGRB1 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.19 0.00 0.15 0.11 1.09 
AGRB2 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.46 0.00 0.42 0.14 1.31 
AGRB3 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.46 0.00 0.46 0.16 1.31 
AGRB4 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.37 0.00 0.37 0.16 1.15 
NRTC1 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.30 0.03 <0.001 1.51 
NRTC2 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.33 0.02 <0.001 1.76 
NRTC3 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.33 0.03 <0.001 1.83 
NRTC4 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.30 0.03 <0.001 1.53 
 
It is also noted that the average variance extracted for this construct is 
improved to 0.77 in Study 2 compared to 0.58 in Study 1. This is a good progress 
 140 
 
to develop the measurement items for this new construct. In order to further 
improve the quality of the items for the construct, we kept the good items from 
Study 2 and added some new items in Study 3. We hope to finally come out 
with a parsimonious set of measurement items for the construct of instinct to 
share information. 
6.8 Discussion of Results 
6.8.1 Social Exchange Theory Factors 
Consistent with the results from Study 1, loss of knowledge power, 
reciprocity and image were significant predictors of intention to share 
information in social media. 
6.8.2 Social Capital Theory Factors 
Specific computer self-efficacy in information sharing in social media 
had a significant effect on intention to share information. People who believe 
that they have the ability to share information in social media would be more 
willing to share information with others. Otherwise, they do not have the ability 
and thus may not want to share information with others in the social media. The 
mean value of 5.91 and the standard deviation of 1.22 for this construct suggest 
that most people have strong belief that they are capable of sharing information 
in social media. This group of people would consequently have high intention 
to share their information with others in social media. 
Experience of information sharing in social media was a significant 
predictor of intention to share information. This result is quite intuitive as people 
who have more experience in sharing information in social media are naturally 
more willing to share information again in future. 
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Pro-sharing norms did not have a significant effect on intention to share 
information in the SCT model. One plausible reason is that, with other SCT 
factors in the model, pro-sharing norms become a less important factor to 
consider when sharing information in the social media. In Study 1 where we did 
not include other SCT factors, pro-sharing norms is still a strong predictor on 
intention to share information. 
Commitment was a significant predictor of intention to share 
information. People who have a strong sense of commitment to the social media 
are more willing to share information with others. However, the commitment 
construct has a mean value of 4.34 and a high standard deviation of 1.65. This 
shows that the level of commitment is not high for the respondents in social 
media. 
Reciprocity as a type of social capital also had a significant effect on 
intention to share information. It has been discussed in the earlier section. 
6.8.3 Egoistic and Altruistic Motivation Factors 
Consistent with the results from Study 1, egoistic motivation including 
self-enhancement, image and reciprocity had a significant effect on intention to 
share information.  
For Study 2, we included one altruistic motivation in the model, that is, 
advancement of social media. It also had a significant effect on intention to 
share information. People who want to advance the social media are more 
willing to share information there. The high mean value of 5.31 and the low 
standard deviation of 1.19 for this construct also show that most respondents 




6.8.4 Personality Traits 
Openness to experience had a significant correlation with instinct to 
share information. People who are open to new experience are active and 
interested to explore and learn new things. This type of people is naturally more 
inclined to share information with others. 
Conscientiousness did not have a significant correlation with instinct to 
share information. Regardless of whether the people are responsible, 
hardworking, organized or not, they may still be naturally inclined to share 
information with others. The instinct to share information of a person is not 
related to the person’s level of conscientiousness.  
Extraversion had a significant correlation with instinct to share 
information. People who are high in extraversion are naturally inclined to share 
information with others. Therefore, extraversion itself is highly related to 
instinct to share information. 
Agreeableness also did not have a significant correlation with instinct to 
share information. This is possibly due to the non-significance of the 
measurement items. In Study 3, new measurement items were used to measure 
the personality traits. 
We did not observe any significant relationship between neuroticism 
and instinct to share information. No matter whether a person is easy to be angry 
or depressed, the person is still likely to be naturally inclined to share 
information. The two factors are not significantly related. 
6.8.5 Instinct to Share Information 
The central construct of this research, instinct to share information, had 
a significant effect on intention to share information. People who are more 
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naturally inclined to share information with others would be more willing to 
share information in social media. This has been validated in Study 1 and 2. In 
Study 2, when social exchange factors or motivation factors were included in 
the model, instinct to share information was a significant predictor in both 
models. Only when social capital factors were included in the model, instinct to 
share information was not significant. In addition, the R-squared change for the 
models without and with instinct to share information was also significant for 
the models with SET or motivation factors. However, it was not significant 





Chapter 7 Research Study 3 
In this chapter, we describe the results of testing the model proposed for 
Study 3. The research model is same as Study 2, but it is tested with a different 
sample. The model is still tested using PLS. This chapter begins with the 
improved measurement items for instinct to share information and new 
measurement items for the personality traits used in Study 3. After that, the 
survey administration procedures are presented. Next, the results of evaluating 
the measurement model and structural model are presented. Similar to Chapter 
5 and 6, the strengths and weaknesses of each model variable are highlighted 
and discussed and the interpretation of findings is presented. Finally, the 
contribution of each theoretical perspective to information sharing intention is 
assessed and presented. 
7.1 Research Model 
Study 3 examined all the factors in the research model proposed in 
Chapter 3. The model was almost the same as Study 2, except the inclusion of 
enjoyment in helping others in the model (see Figure 7.1 to 7.4). The 
measurement items for instinct to share information were further improved as 
in Table 7.1. In addition, new items to measure personality traits were used 
because some items in Study 2 did not have good psychometric properties (see 
Table 7.2). 
7.2 Survey Procedure 
7.2.1 Sample Selection 
Adopting the more stringent guideline of 200 prescribed for a statistical 
power of 80%, we ought to get a sample of at least 200 responses. University 
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students were chosen as the target sample in this study, because they are the 
main users of social media. 
Figure 7.1 The Research Model for Study 3 (SET Factors) 
Instinct to Share 
Information
Loss of Knowledge 
Power







Figure 7.2 The Research Model for Study 3 (SCT Factors) 
Instinct to Share 
Information
Reciprocity








7.2.2 Survey Administration Procedures 
We sent a mass email to university students to invite those who had 
experience in using social media to do the survey. The respondents were asked 
to choose a social media platform which they most frequently visited and 
 146 
 
responded to the questions based on their experience with the chosen social 
media platform. The social media platforms included Facebook, Twitter, 
Google+, LinkedIn, Weibo, Renren, Douban, and Kaixin. The respondent could 
indicate another social media platform for the survey if the most frequently 
visited social media platform was not listed above. 945 individual responses 
were received. After scrutinizing for data quality problems, some responses 
were discarded and 679 good responses were kept. We then proceeded to 
analyse the data for Study 3. 
Figure 7.3 The Research Model for Study 3 (Motivation Factors) 



























Table 7.1 Operationalization of Instinct to Share Information (Study 3) 
Item Code Item Wording Source 











People are born to share information with 
others. 
INSI3 
It is natural for me to share information with 
others. 
INSI4 I have a need to share information with others. 
INSI5 
When I learn something new, I wish to share it 
with others. 
INSI6 I have a desire to share information with others. 
INSI7 
I do not want to share what I know with 
others.* 
INSI8 
I have to evaluate costs and benefits before I 
share the information with others.* 
INSI9 
I prefer sharing information with people 
around rather than keeping it to myself. 
INSI10 I like others to share information with me. 
INSI11 
It is natural for others to share information with 
me. 
 
Table 7.2 Operationalization of Personality Traits (Study 3) 
Item Code Item Wording Source 
Openness (OPNS) 
OPNS1 










Aesthetics (aberrant interests, aesthetic ~ 
uninvolved, no aesthetic interests) 
OPNS3 
Feelings (self-aware ~ constricted, unaware, 
alexythymic) 
OPNS4 
Actions (unconventional, eccentric ~ routine, 
predictable, habitual, stubborn) 
OPNS5 
Ideas (strange, odd, peculiar, creative ~ 
pragmatic, rigid) 
OPNS6 
Values (permissive, broad-minded ~ 




Item Code Item Wording Source 
CSTN1 
Competence (perfectionistic, efficient ~ lax, 
negligent) 
Mullins-
Sweatt et al. 
(2006) 
CSTN2 
Order (ordered, methodical, organized ~ 
haphazard, disorganized, sloppy) 
CSTN3 
Dutifulness (rigid, reliable, dependable ~ 
casual, undependable, unethical) 
CSTN4 
Achievement (workaholic, ambitious ~ 
aimless, desultory) 
CSTN5 
Self-Discipline (dogged, devoted ~ hedonistic, 
negligent) 
CSTN6 
Deliberation (cautious, ruminative, reflective 
~ hasty, careless, rash) 
Extraversion (EXTV) 
EXTV1 
Warmth (cordial, affectionate, attached ~ cold, 
aloof, indifferent) 
Mullins-
Sweatt et al. 
(2006) 
EXTV2 
Gregariousness (sociable, outgoing ~ 
withdrawn, isolated) 
EXTV3 
Assertiveness (dominant, forceful ~ 
unassuming, quiet, resigned) 
EXTV4 
Activity (vigorous, energetic, active ~ passive, 
lethargic) 
EXTV5 
Excitement-Seeking (reckless, daring ~ 
cautious, monotonous, dull) 
EXTV6 




Trust (gullible, naïve, trusting ~ skeptical, 
cynical, suspicious, paranoid) 
Mullins-
Sweatt et al. 
(2006) 
AGRB2 
Straightforwardness (confiding, honest ~ 
cunning, manipulative, deceptive) 
AGRB3 
Altruism (sacrificial, giving ~ stingy, selfish, 
greedy, exploitative) 
AGRB4 
Compliance (docile, cooperative ~ 
oppositional, combative, aggressive) 
AGRB5 
Modesty (meek, self-effacing, humble ~ 
confident, boastful, arrogant) 
AGRB6 





Item Code Item Wording Source 
NRTC1 
Anxiousness (fearful, apprehensive ~ relaxed, 
unconcerned, cool) 
Mullins-
Sweatt et al. 
(2006) 
NRTC2 
Angry Hostility (angry, bitter ~ even-
tempered) 
NRTC3 
Depressiveness (pessimistic, glum ~ 
optimistic) 
NRTC4 
Self-consciousness (timid, embarrassed ~ self-
assured, glib, shameless) 
NRTC5 
Impulsivity (tempted, urgency ~ controlled, 
restrained) 
NRTC6 
Vulnerability (helpless, fragile ~ clear-
thinking, fearless, unflappable) 
 
7.3 Structural Equation Modelling 
Given the prediction-oriented nature of this study, the absence of 
multivariate normal distribution in the constructs (see Table 7.3) and the use of 
non-interval scales, PLS was the preferred technique for Study 3. SmartPLS 
(Ringle et al., 2005) and WarpPLS (Kock, 2012) were used to analyse the data. 
Table 7.3 reports the descriptive statistics and the results of normality testing of 
the study. 
7.4 Testing the Measurement Model 
7.4.1 Internal Consistency Reliability 
For Study 3, the Cronbach’s alphas ranged from 0.86 to 0.96 (see Table 
7.4), which were higher than 0.70 (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). This showed 
high internal consistency reliability for the model. All the indicators exceeded 
Falk and Miller’s (1992) recommended factor loading of 0.55 and were 
significant at 0.01 level. For the 11 items of instinct to share information, we 
did an iterative deletion process for the items with factor loading below 0.55. 
Finally, six items were kept for further data analysis. 
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Skewness Kurtosis Statistic Significance 
INSI 4.54 1.14 -.23 -.07 .99 <.001 
LOKP 2.49 1.13 .40 -.42 .93 <.001 
EHLP 4.67 1.15 -.46 .66 .97 <.001 
RECP 4.28 1.35 -.49 -.02 .96 <.001 
IMAG 3.68 1.28 -.20 -.20 .98 <.001 
SCSE 6.04 1.01 -.91 .50 .85 <.001 
EPIS 4.13 1.58 -.08 -.73 .97 <.001 
PSNM 4.68 1.08 -.40 .80 .97 <.001 
CMTM 4.38 1.49 -.27 -.48 .98 <.001 
SEHN 3.75 1.40 -.10 -.43 .98 <.001 
ADVM 5.24 1.08 -.39 .33 .96 <.001 
ITSI 5.07 1.22 -.40 .10 .96 <.001 
 









INSI 0.91 0.93 0.69 1.61 
LOKP 0.88 0.93 0.81 1.41 
EHLP 0.89 0.93 0.76 2.61 
RECP 0.88 0.93 0.81 1.34 
IMAG 0.86 0.90 0.70 1.95 
SCSE 0.96 0.97 0.93 1.50 
EPIS 0.91 0.96 0.92 1.97 
PSNM 0.88 0.91 0.68 1.37 
CMTM 0.86 0.92 0.78 1.38 
SEHN 0.94 0.96 0.84 2.37 
ADVM 0.89 0.92 0.75 1.68 




Table 7.5 Correlations between Items and Latent Variables (Study 3) 
  INSI LOKP EHLP RECP IMAG SCSE EPIS PSNM CMTM SEHN ADVM ITSI 
INSI1 0.84 -0.16 0.45 0.10 0.22 0.17 0.38 0.18 0.21 0.28 0.23 0.35 
INSI3 0.86 -0.15 0.42 0.12 0.21 0.17 0.37 0.20 0.22 0.27 0.26 0.34 
INSI4 0.80 -0.04 0.43 0.16 0.29 0.06 0.32 0.17 0.22 0.34 0.25 0.31 
INSI5 0.79 -0.13 0.42 0.09 0.25 0.14 0.32 0.18 0.17 0.31 0.21 0.30 
INSI6 0.88 -0.10 0.45 0.12 0.26 0.15 0.37 0.17 0.26 0.35 0.22 0.32 
INSI9 0.80 -0.15 0.40 0.05 0.17 0.15 0.30 0.10 0.17 0.26 0.20 0.29 
LOKP1 -0.16 0.83 -0.28 0.11 0.07 -0.31 -0.20 -0.08 -0.06 0.01 -0.16 -0.40 
LOKP2 -0.11 0.94 -0.12 0.20 0.19 -0.36 -0.03 -0.06 0.07 0.17 -0.20 -0.26 
LOKP3 -0.12 0.92 -0.08 0.16 0.18 -0.32 -0.01 -0.05 0.06 0.17 -0.20 -0.22 
EHLP1 0.48 -0.21 0.83 0.15 0.38 0.25 0.63 0.26 0.36 0.51 0.33 0.61 
EHLP2 0.45 -0.13 0.87 0.14 0.32 0.19 0.46 0.24 0.24 0.42 0.27 0.45 
EHLP3 0.42 -0.16 0.90 0.19 0.35 0.20 0.45 0.25 0.22 0.49 0.30 0.47 
EHLP4 0.46 -0.10 0.88 0.17 0.43 0.17 0.54 0.28 0.29 0.64 0.32 0.53 
RECP1 0.10 0.17 0.15 0.92 0.38 0.05 0.19 0.24 0.28 0.31 0.21 0.16 
RECP2 0.09 0.18 0.13 0.93 0.37 0.01 0.16 0.19 0.22 0.27 0.17 0.12 
RECP3 0.16 0.11 0.22 0.86 0.42 -0.01 0.25 0.27 0.19 0.29 0.21 0.19 
IMAG1 0.27 0.15 0.40 0.44 0.84 0.05 0.33 0.24 0.33 0.54 0.27 0.31 
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  INSI LOKP EHLP RECP IMAG SCSE EPIS PSNM CMTM SEHN ADVM ITSI 
IMAG2 0.18 0.17 0.26 0.30 0.80 -0.06 0.19 0.22 0.23 0.44 0.18 0.15 
IMAG3 0.25 0.10 0.40 0.39 0.88 0.10 0.30 0.22 0.28 0.55 0.29 0.32 
IMAG4 0.24 0.15 0.36 0.32 0.84 -0.03 0.32 0.30 0.25 0.59 0.20 0.25 
SCSE1 0.18 -0.34 0.24 0.02 0.03 0.97 0.20 0.20 0.15 -0.01 0.42 0.39 
SCSE2 0.16 -0.35 0.23 0.02 0.03 0.98 0.20 0.19 0.15 -0.02 0.43 0.39 
SCSE3 0.16 -0.37 0.20 0.02 0.00 0.94 0.17 0.20 0.15 -0.04 0.43 0.36 
EPIS1 0.40 -0.11 0.59 0.22 0.33 0.23 0.96 0.23 0.39 0.45 0.25 0.57 
EPIS2 0.40 -0.05 0.54 0.20 0.33 0.15 0.96 0.19 0.33 0.43 0.21 0.49 
PSNM1 0.19 -0.02 0.26 0.26 0.35 0.16 0.21 0.82 0.20 0.25 0.38 0.27 
PSNM2 0.17 -0.09 0.25 0.21 0.26 0.16 0.18 0.90 0.16 0.21 0.37 0.28 
PSNM3 0.17 -0.14 0.21 0.18 0.18 0.21 0.15 0.87 0.18 0.18 0.38 0.29 
PSNM4 0.18 0.04 0.27 0.25 0.27 0.10 0.20 0.79 0.20 0.25 0.33 0.26 
PSNM5 0.10 -0.06 0.24 0.18 0.15 0.22 0.14 0.73 0.13 0.13 0.37 0.25 
CMTM1 0.22 -0.02 0.30 0.24 0.26 0.22 0.33 0.20 0.85 0.29 0.29 0.40 
CMTM2 0.25 0.03 0.28 0.23 0.32 0.14 0.34 0.18 0.93 0.34 0.29 0.37 
CMTM3 0.20 0.06 0.25 0.20 0.29 0.06 0.33 0.19 0.87 0.34 0.21 0.31 
SEHN1 0.36 0.07 0.63 0.31 0.56 0.06 0.43 0.22 0.34 0.90 0.24 0.36 
SEHN2 0.36 0.10 0.56 0.27 0.58 -0.01 0.44 0.22 0.36 0.94 0.22 0.34 
SEHN3 0.30 0.20 0.48 0.30 0.57 -0.10 0.37 0.22 0.31 0.92 0.16 0.24 
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  INSI LOKP EHLP RECP IMAG SCSE EPIS PSNM CMTM SEHN ADVM ITSI 
SEHN4 0.33 0.13 0.52 0.30 0.62 -0.04 0.44 0.25 0.34 0.91 0.22 0.33 
ADVM1 0.33 -0.20 0.35 0.15 0.24 0.36 0.26 0.42 0.23 0.20 0.73 0.40 
ADVM2 0.17 -0.16 0.26 0.20 0.25 0.36 0.18 0.39 0.23 0.19 0.90 0.38 
ADVM3 0.24 -0.18 0.30 0.21 0.27 0.40 0.21 0.36 0.29 0.21 0.93 0.39 
ADVM4 0.24 -0.18 0.31 0.20 0.24 0.41 0.21 0.38 0.29 0.20 0.90 0.40 
ITSI1 0.38 -0.25 0.59 0.20 0.33 0.36 0.57 0.33 0.42 0.37 0.43 0.95 
ITSI2 0.36 -0.23 0.57 0.21 0.36 0.33 0.54 0.33 0.43 0.38 0.44 0.94 




Table 7.6 Correlations of Constructs (Study 3) 
Note.  Diagonals represent the square root of the average variances extracted for each construct; other entries represent the correlations between 
two constructs. 
 INSI LOKP EHLP RECP IMAG SCSE EPIS PSNM CMTM SEHN ADVM OPNS CSTN EXTV AGRB NRTC ITSI 
INSI 0.83                 
LOKP -0.15 0.90                
EHLP 0.52 -0.17 0.87               
RECP 0.13 0.17 0.18 0.90              
IMAG 0.28 0.17 0.42 0.43 0.84             
SCSE 0.17 -0.37 0.23 0.02 0.02 0.96            
EPIS 0.42 -0.08 0.59 0.22 0.35 0.20 0.96           
PSNM 0.20 -0.07 0.30 0.26 0.29 0.20 0.22 0.82          
CMTM 0.25 0.03 0.31 0.25 0.33 0.16 0.38 0.21 0.89         
SEHN 0.37 0.14 0.60 0.32 0.63 -0.02 0.46 0.25 0.37 0.92        
ADVM 0.27 -0.21 0.35 0.22 0.28 0.44 0.24 0.44 0.30 0.23 0.87       
OPNS 0.25 -0.07 0.16 0.02 0.07 0.15 0.24 0.13 0.10 0.08 0.16 0.63      
CSTN 0.16 -0.05 0.12 0.02 0.03 0.13 -0.01 0.14 0.01 0.06 0.08 -0.07 0.71     
EXTV 0.38 -0.10 0.29 0.11 0.10 0.10 0.27 0.16 0.11 0.14 0.12 0.37 0.25 0.72    
AGRB 0.20 -0.14 0.13 -0.03 -0.05 0.05 -0.06 0.11 -0.01 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.32 0.19 0.65   
NRTC -0.06 0.14 -0.08 0.08 0.10 -0.12 -0.03 -0.03 0.07 0.10 -0.01 -0.03 -0.27 -0.33 -0.18 0.67  
ITSI 0.38 -0.32 0.59 0.17 0.31 0.39 0.55 0.33 0.40 0.34 0.45 0.20 0.07 0.17 0.05 -0.07 0.89 
 155 
 
7.4.2 Convergent Validity 
For Study 3, the composite reliabilities of all the reflective constructs 
ranged from 0.90 to 0.97, which were much higher than the recommended 
values of 0.7 (Chin, 1998). The average variances extracted of all the reflective 
constructs ranged from 0.68 to 0.93, which were higher than the recommended 
values of 0.5 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Thus, the multiple-item constructs in 
the measurement model demonstrated adequate internal consistency reliability 
and convergent validity.  
7.4.3 Discriminant Validity 
Table 7.6 presents the correlation matrices of the constructs in the model 
for Study 3. In all the cases, the correlations between two constructs were less 
than the square root of the average variances extracted by the items measuring 
a construct. Hence, there was high discriminant validity in the instrument. 
7.4.4 Assessing Multicollinearity 
As shown in Table 7.4, all the variance inflation factor values were all 
below the threshold of 10. Therefore, there was no support for the existence of 
multicollinearity. 
7.4.5 Common Method Bias 
We performed some tests to rule out common method bias as a factor in 
this study. 
First, we performed Harman’s one factor test (Podsakoff et al., 2003). 
In Study 3, 16 factors emerged, the largest of which accounted for 18 percent of 
the variance, much less than 50% of the variance. This showed that common 
method bias was not an issue in this study. 
 156 
 
We also performed a test to evaluate the construct correlations (Bagozzi 
et al., 1991; Pavlou et al., 2007). The construct correlation matrix calculated by 
PLS is examined to determine whether any constructs correlate extremely 
highly (more than .90). None of the constructs were so highly correlated. This 
also demonstrated that common method bias was not an issue in this study. 
We also performed correlational marker technique (Lindell & Whitney, 
2001) which uses a theoretically unrelated construct (a marker variable) to 
adjust the correlations among the principal constructs. Since we did not measure 
an unrelated construct due to the length constraint of the survey, we used a 
modified test (Pavlou & Gefen, 2005) in which a weakly related construct was 
used. High correlations among any of the items of the study’s principal 
constructs and the marker variable indicate common method bias as the marker 
variable should be weakly or not related to the principal constructs. In Study 3, 
we used conscientiousness as the marker variable. The correlations between 
conscientiousness and other constructs ranged from 0.01 to 0.32, and the 
average correlation among conscientiousness and other constructs was 0.11. 
Thus, there was minimal evidence of common method bias in this study. 
The results of the above three tests suggest that common method bias is 
not a major concern in this study. 
7.5 Hypothesis Testing 
The previous section confirmed good psychometric properties in the 
measurement model. Next, the structural model was examined. This evaluation 
consisted of an assessment of the explanatory power of the independent 
constructs, and an examination of the size and significance of the path 
coefficients. Bootstrapping was used to produce parameter estimates, standard 
 157 
 
errors, and t-statistics. A five percent level of significance was used for all 
statistical tests. 
A summary of the hypothesis testing for Study 3 is presented in Table 
7.7 and 7.8. For this study, three theoretical models are included and compared. 
For the three models, the percentage of variance explained surpasses the 
criterion of 10 percent (Falk & Miller, 1992), which implies that the three 
theoretical perspectives play a substantive role in predicting information sharing 
behaviour in social media. For the model with SET factors, all hypotheses are 
supported. For the model with SCT factors, all the hypotheses are supported 
except for the influence of reciprocity on intention to share information. For the 
model with motivation factors, all the constructs are significant predictors of 
intention to share information. For the model with five personality traits to 
instinct to share information, all have significant correlations with instinct to 
share information except for conscientiousness and neuroticism. Nevertheless, 
the personality traits can explain 15.7% of the variance in instinct to share 
information. This implies the importance of understanding the relationship 
between personality and instinct to share information. 
7.6 Further Analyses 
Further analyses of the data were carried out in order to understand how 
each of the theoretical perspective contributes to the explanation of information 
sharing behaviour. 
To compare the relative contributions of each theoretical perspective, 
three structural models involving each theoretical perspective were developed 
and analysed. Table 7.7 provides a comparison of the three theoretical models: 
social exchange theory, social capital theory, egoistic and altruistic motivations. 
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The SET model includes cost and benefit factors and explains 41.8% of the 
variance in information sharing intention. The SCT model includes several 
types of social capitals and explains 46.1% of the variance in information 
sharing intention. The motivation model includes egoistic and altruistic 
motivation factors and explains 34.8% of the variance in information sharing 
intention. These results suggest that social capitals play the most influential role 
in one’s decision to share information in social media, followed by various 
motivations and cost and benefit factors. This is consistent with the results from 
Study 2. 
Table 7.7 Summary of Hypothesis Testing (Study 3) 














INSI 0.082** 0.044 0.128*** 0.046 0.176*** 0.041 
LOKP -0.244*** 0.035     
EHLP 0.439*** 0.052   0.312*** 0.024 
RECP 0.066** 0.037 -0.005 0.041 0.241*** 0.025 
IMAG 0.102** 0.046   0.365*** 0.018 
SCSE   0.224*** 0.030   
EPIS   0.353*** 0.037   
PSNM   0.132*** 0.038   
CMTM   0.191*** 0.042   
SEHN     0.365*** 0.016 
EGMV     0.301*** 0.043 
ADVM     0.302*** 0.039 




0.414 0.448 0.324 
R-squared 
Change 
0.004** 0.013*** 0.024*** 




Table 7.8 Summary of Hypothesis Testing for Personality Traits 
(Study 3) 
Hypotheses Path Estimate Standard Error p-value Support 
OPNS – INSI 0.138 0.038 <0.001 Yes 
CSTN – INSI 0.067 0.049 0.084 Marginal 
EXTV – INSI 0.326 0.040 <0.001 Yes 
AGRB – INSI 0.128 0.040 <0.001 Yes 
NRTC – INSI -0.096 0.088 0.137 No 
Note.  R-squared = 0.157 
7.7 Discussion of Model Constructs 
7.7.1 Social Exchange Theory Constructs 
The enjoyment in helping others construct had high internal consistency 
reliability and convergent validity. However, it did not have good discriminant 
validity. Although the correlations between enjoyment and other constructs 
were lower than the square root of the average variances extracted, the items 
had high cross loadings with experience in information sharing, self-
enhancement and intention to share information in Study 3. The construct 
correlation tables also showed that enjoyment had high correlations (above 0.50) 
with instinct to share information, self-enhancement, experience in information 
sharing, and intention to share information in Study 3. It also had a high VIF of 
2.61 in Study 3, suggesting potential multicollinearity issue. We included this 
construct in the models in Study 3. It had a significant effect on intention to 
share information in the two models. Therefore, the enjoyment in helping others 
construct, in particular the measurement items of this construct, warrants further 
investigation. 
The other social exchange factors, including loss of knowledge power, 
reciprocity and image, had similarly good psychometric properties as in Study 
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2. They all had significant effects on intention to share information in the SET 
model. 
7.7.2 Social Capital Theory Constructs 
Consistent with the results from Study 2, all the social capital constructs 
had similarly good psychometric properties. Specific computer self-efficacy in 
information sharing in social media, experience of information sharing in social 
media, pro-sharing norms and commitment had substantive relationship with 
intention to share information. However, reciprocity was not a significant 
predictor in the SCT model. One plausible reason for this was that when other 
social capital factors were present in the model, the effect of reciprocity was 
little. This actually warrants further validation and investigation. 
7.7.3 Egoistic and Altruistic Motivation Constructs 
Consistent with the results from Study 2, all the motivation constructs 
had similarly good psychometric properties. The second-order formative 
construct of egoistic motivation consisted of four reflective constructs, namely, 
self-enhancement, image, enjoyment in helping others, and reciprocity. The 
weights for the four constructs are shown in Table 7.9. They were all significant 
and the VIF scores were lower than 3.3 (Cenfetelli & Bassellier, 2009; Petter et 
al., 2007), indicating that all the four formative factors were not redundant. This 
second-order formative construct had a significant effect on intention to share 
information. This shows that the influence of egoistic motivation as a whole is 
significant. In addition, altruistic motivation is also a significant predictor of 





Table 7.9 Indicator Weights for Egoistic Motivation (Study 3) 
 EGMV SE p-value VIF 
SEHN 0.37 0.016 <0.001 2.14 
IMAG 0.36 0.015 <0.001 1.85 
EHLP 0.32 0.020 <0.001 1.56 
RECP 0.25 0.023 <0.001 1.24 
 
7.7.4 Personality Traits 
The indicator weights and VIF values for personality traits are shown in 
Table 7.10. All the five personality traits had good psychometric properties. The 
indicator weights for the six formative items were significant and the VIF values 
were less than 3.3. This showed that there was no redundant item for these 
constructs. Out of the five personality traits, openness to experience, 
extraversion and agreeableness had significant correlations with instinct to 
share information. 
7.7.5 Instinct to Share Information 
Measures for instinct to share information were self-developed. The 
good measurement items from previous two studies were kept. A few new items 
were also included in this study. The construct demonstrated high internal 
consistency reliability and convergent validity. The item loadings and cross 
loadings were good. However, the construct had a correlation of 0.52 with 
enjoyment in helping others. Instinct to share information was also a significant 
predictor of intention to share information in all the three models in Study 3. 
Therefore, it had good predictive validity. If the items for enjoyment are 





Table 7.10 Indicator Weights for Personality Traits (Study 3) 
 OPNS CSTN EXTV AGRB NRTC INSI SE p-value VIF 
OPNS1 0.28 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.020 <0.001 1.31 
OPNS2 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.019 <0.001 1.24 
OPNS3 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.028 <0.001 1.14 
OPNS4 0.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.016 <0.001 1.40 
OPNS5 0.32 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.018 <0.001 1.55 
OPNS6 0.27 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.019 <0.001 1.26 
CSTN1 0.00 0.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.013 <0.001 1.64 
CSTN2 0.00 0.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.014 <0.001 1.55 
CSTN3 0.00 0.22 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.015 <0.001 1.36 
CSTN4 0.00 0.23 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.014 <0.001 1.63 
CSTN5 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.014 <0.001 1.77 
CSTN6 0.00 0.22 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.014 <0.001 1.40 
EXTV1 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.013 <0.001 1.49 
EXTV2 0.00 0.00 0.27 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.013 <0.001 2.06 
EXTV3 0.00 0.00 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.013 <0.001 1.26 
EXTV4 0.00 0.00 0.26 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.009 <0.001 1.75 
EXTV5 0.00 0.00 0.23 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.015 <0.001 1.53 
EXTV6 0.00 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.013 <0.001 1.69 
AGRB1 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.21 0.00 0.00 0.018 <0.001 1.18 
AGRB2 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.23 0.00 0.00 0.017 <0.001 1.25 
AGRB3 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.26 0.00 0.00 0.018 <0.001 1.35 
AGRB4 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.29 0.00 0.00 0.018 <0.001 1.45 
AGRB5 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.020 <0.001 1.33 
AGRB6 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.28 0.00 0.00 0.018 <0.001 1.41 
NRTC1 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.27 0.00 0.014 <0.001 1.46 
NRTC2 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.24 0.00 0.014 <0.001 1.40 
NRTC3 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.27 0.00 0.015 <0.001 1.56 
NRTC4 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.24 0.00 0.015 <0.001 1.40 
NRTC5 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.18 0.00 0.019 <0.001 1.24 






7.8 Discussion of Results 
7.8.1 Social Exchange Theory Factors 
Consistent with the results from Study 2, loss of knowledge power, 
reciprocity and image were significant predictors of intention to share 
information in social media. 
Enjoyment in helping others was also a significant predictor of intention 
to share information. It appears that people would be willing to share 
information with others in social media if they enjoy the process of helping 
others. The mean value of the construct of enjoyment is 4.67 and the standard 
deviation is 1.15. This seems to suggest that some people do not perceive the 
information sharing behaviour in social media enjoyable. Nevertheless, the 
effect of enjoyment in helping others on intention to share information is still 
strong in the research model. 
7.8.2 Social Capital Theory Factors 
Consistent with the results from Study 2, specific computer self-efficacy 
in information sharing in social media loss of knowledge power, experience of 
information sharing in social media and commitment were significant predictors 
of intention to share information in social media.  
Contrary to Study 2, pro-sharing norms had a significant effect on 
intention to share information in Study 3. Moreover, reciprocity as a type of 
social capital did not have a significant effect on intention to share information. 
One plausible reason for this is that when other social capital factors were 





7.8.3 Egoistic and Altruistic Motivation Factors 
Consistent with the results from Study 2, both egoistic and altruistic 
motivations had significant effects on intention to share information. This 
included the new construct of enjoyment in helping others as an egoistic 
motivation. 
7.8.4 Personality Traits 
Consistent with the results from Study 2, openness to experience and 
extraversion had a significant correlation with instinct to share information. 
Conscientiousness and neuroticism did not have a significant correlation with 
instinct to share information.  
The difference in the results between Study 2 and Study 3 is that, in 
Study 3, agreeableness had a significant correlation with instinct to share 
information. Agreeable people are more cooperative and altruistic and therefore 
are naturally inclined to share information with others. They would have higher 
instinct to share information. The reason of its non-significance in Study 2 might 
be due to the lack of good psychometric properties of the measurement items. 
After changing the items, it became a significant predictor. 
7.8.5 Instinct to Share Information 
The central construct of this research, instinct to share information, had 
a significant effect on intention to share information in all the three models. 
People who are more naturally inclined to share information with others would 
be more willing to share information in social media. This has been validated in 
all the three studies. In addition, the R-squared change for the models without 
and with instinct to share information was also significant for all the three 
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models. This shows the importance of the instinctive perspective in explaining 




Chapter 8 Conclusion 
In this chapter, we summarise the research contributions and discuss 
some potential limitations of the research. In addition, we provide some 
suggestions for future research stimulated by this thesis. 
8.1 Contributions 
This thesis makes the following contributions to theory, methodology 
and practice. 
8.1.1 Theoretical Contribution 
 Provides a thorough review of information sharing research in three 
streams of literature. It highlights key gaps in the literature and suggests 
a framework to address the gaps. 
 Provides an integrated framework that encompasses individual level 
social exchange motivations (Kankanhalli et al., 2005), community level 
social capital dimensions (Wasko & Faraj, 2005), egoistic and altruistic 
motivations (Yu et al., 2007) and the new instinctive information sharing 
perspective to explain the information sharing behaviour in the online 
forums and social media. 
 Develops or adapts measures of cost and benefit factors, social capital 
factors, and egoistic and altruistic motivation factors which are specific 
to the examination of information sharing in social media. To date, there 
are no validated scales for most of the constructs in the context of social 
media. 
 Develops and validates measures for the new construct Instinct to Share 
Information. The measures have been validated with different samples 
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in different contexts and have been revised and improved in the three 
studies. The final parsimonious set of measurement items for instinct to 
share information is shown in Table 8.1. The systematic and rigorous 
development of measures for the theoretical constructs represents a 
significant contribution of this thesis. 
Table 8.1 Operationalization of Instinct to Share Information (Final) 
Item Code Item Wording Source 











It is natural for me to share information with 
others. 
INSI3 I have a need to share information with others. 
INSI4 
When I learn something new, I wish to share it 
with others. 
INSI5 I have a desire to share information with others. 
INSI6 
I prefer sharing information with people 
around rather than keeping it to myself. 
 
 Contributes to theory building in the area of information sharing, given 
the high construct validity of the scales, strong research findings, and 
high explanatory power as compared to previous related studies. It also 
provides important implications for each of the theoretical perspective. 
 Empirically validates the instinctive perspective of information sharing 
behaviour. This adds on to the existing information behaviour 
framework (Spink, 2010) by showing empirically how human instinct 
shapes information sharing behaviour. This is an important theoretical 
contribution to understand information behaviour in general. 
 Validates and assesses the applicability of our conceptual research 
framework and theoretical perspectives in online communities and 
social media. The field data draws from different types of online 
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communities and social media and therefore the results should be 
generalizable across these platforms.  
 The field data also draws from people from different countries and 
cultures. Therefore, the results should be generalizable across different 
cultures. 
8.1.2 Practical Contribution 
 For organizations adopting knowledge management tools, they should 
keep the budget on rewarding for knowledge sharing behaviour and do 
not need to overspend on it. Based on the results of this research, the 
instinctive perspective of information sharing is also important and 
employees may also be affected by other factors to share information. 
For example, more emphasis can be put to improve the pro-sharing 
norms in the organizational culture. 
 For online forum and social media platform providers, the research 
shows the importance of one’s natural inclination to share information. 
The research also compares the results and shows the importance of 
different factors in different types of online communities. This is 
particularly useful for different online communities to target at different 
aspects of the users in order to attract more active participation and 
contribution of information. For example, for travel-related platforms, 
promoting pro-sharing norms is important, but for political forums, 
giving the participants a sense of self-enhancement is also critical. 
8.2 Potential Limitations 
Potential threats to validity listed by Cook and Campbell (1979) provide 
a basis for discussing the limitations of this research. They are threats to internal 
 169 
 
validity, threats to construct validity, threats to statistical conclusion validity 
and threats to external validity. 
8.2.1 Threats to Internal Validity 
Internal validity refers to “the validity with which statements can be 
made about whether there is a causal relationship from one variable to another 
in the form in which the variables were manipulated or measured” (Cook & 
Campbell, 1979, p. 38). Threats to internal validity make researchers not sure 
of whether there is a causal relationship between the independent variables and 
dependent variables as measured. In this study, there are two possible threats to 
internal validity. First, the use of PLS does not allow to explore the possibility 
of bi-directional effects. For example, the effect of information sharing 
behaviour on subsequent perception of costs and benefits is recognized but 
cannot be tested. Second, the use of cross-sectional data to test for causality is 
a limitation of the study. When data is collected at one point in time, it is always 
suspected to assume causality. Only a longitudinal study allows one to assess 
the causality with confidence. However, since this integrated framework is new, 
cross-sectional studies can be used to explore some relationships. Future 
research using these theoretical models can employ a longitudinal design to 
investigate the directions of causality. 
8.2.2 Threats to Construct Validity 
Threats to construct validity result in confoundings or plausible rival 
explanations of the phenomenon. We have taken several measures to minimize 
threats to construct validity. First, theoretical literatures were extensively 
reviewed to provide definitions and generate measures for the constructs of 
interest. Second, the measures were rigorously developed following the 
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combined approach of Churchill (1979) and Moore and Benbasat (1991). Third, 
the measures were carefully tested using field data and the implications of the 
results were discussed. The details of above measures taken were discussed in 
Chapter 4 and 5. 
Nevertheless, constructs such as experience of information sharing in 
social media and information sharing behaviour could benefit from more 
objective assessment. Moreover, the fact that our theoretical model only 
accounts for 28-51% of the variance in intention to share information suggests 
that additional predictors may be missing. Future research could look into 
improving the explanatory power and also explore the link from intention to 
share information to information sharing behaviour. The inclusion of actual 
information sharing behaviour into our model would offer greater potential for 
analysis and interpretation. 
8.2.3 Threats to Statistical Conclusion Validity 
Statistical conclusion validity is concerned with “whether a presumed 
cause-and-effect covary” (Cook & Campbell, 1979). Threats to statistical 
conclusion validity make researchers not sure of whether it is reasonable to 
accept the predicted relationships, given a specified alpha level and the obtained 
variances. One possible threat to statistical conclusion validity is the sample size. 
Given the number of constructs (8) and the number of measures for the largest 
construct (24) in Study 1, the sample size of 3143 respondents is more than 
enough. Given the number of constructs (17) and the number of measures for 
the largest construct (4) in Study 2, the sample size of 200 respondents is more 
than enough. Given the number of constructs (17) and the number of measures 
for the largest construct (11) in Study 3, the sample size of 679 respondents is 
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more than enough. One possible consequence of inadequate power is Type II 
error, a failure to identify a relationship that exists. Because more than half of 
the hypotheses were significant, we conclude that the sample size has not 
compromised the test results of the hypotheses in this thesis severely. In addition, 
the use of PLS as the statistical testing technique also helps reduce the threat 
because PLS is suitable for small sample size testing (Gefen et al., 2000). 
8.2.4 Threats to External Validity 
External validity is “the ability to generalize findings from a specific 
setting and small group to a range of settings and people” (Neuman, 2006, p. 
198). It is concerned with whether causal relationships can be generalized to 
and across populations of persons, settings, treatments, and times (Cook & 
Campbell, 1990). Given that the research is a field study, threats to external 
validity should be greatly reduced. The choice of a sample with varying 
characteristics helped minimize the threats. The respondents were from many 
different countries and cultures. They also had different levels of experience in 
information sharing in social media. Therefore, the threats to external validity 
are low in this study. 
8.3 Directions for Future Research 
The results of this research suggest several avenues for future work. The 
directions are discussed in terms of studying additional constructs and 
relationships, replication of the work across other settings, and extension to 






8.3.1 Additional Constructs and Relationships 
 Include additional constructs for individual costs, benefit, social capitals 
(e.g. network centrality), motivation factors, and characteristics of the 
shared information to possibly enhance the explanatory power. 
 Replicate the study of our theoretical models using longitudinal designs. 
Feedback links from information sharing to perceived costs and benefits 
should be included and tested. Links from information sharing intention 
to behaviour should be included and tested. Such studies would allow us 
to ascertain with greater confidence the directions of causality and allow 
a richer interpretation of the theoretical model. 
 Explore interactions and causal links among costs, benefits, social 
capital variables and motivations and between variables from different 
theoretical perspectives, given the correlations between them. This will 
allow us to understand why certain factors dominate the effect of others. 
 Formulate and test a second order model of costs and benefits. Perceived 
cost and perceived benefit could be considered as second order 
constructs with different costs and benefits as their formative indicators. 
This approach could allow a more rigorous test of the concepts behind 
SET and improve its applicability. 
 Validate the usefulness of the reciprocity, image and personality traits 
constructs. These constructs were not significant in some models and 
further attention is warranted to assess their predictive validity. 
8.3.2 Replication across Different Contexts, Users, Nations/Cultures 
 Conduct studies examining information sharing behaviour in different 
types of social media incorporating our theoretical models for testing 
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and validation. Specific features of the social media may also be 
included in the model. Such an approach could further contribute to 
theory building in information sharing and knowledge management. 
 Assess the effect of different user demographics on the perceived costs 
and benefits, social capitals, motivations, instinct to share information, 
and consequent information sharing behaviour. This will allow specific 
enhancement measures to be catered for different demographic groups. 
 Replicate the study of our theoretical models in other national and 
cultural settings. The more studies of cross-country/culture nature are 
conducted, the better informed we will be concerning the applicability 
of theories under different institutional, economics, and cultural 
conditions. 
8.3.3 Extension to Related Research Topics 
 Extend the research model to information acquisition area to explore the 
information acquisition area from an instinctive perspective. Identify 
relevant theories for information acquisition (Belkin, Cool, Stein, & 
Thiel, 1995; Erdelez, 2004; Taylor, 1968; K. Williamson, 1998) and 
formulate a model to understand information acquisition behaviour. 
This could provide the new instinctive perspective to understand 
information acquisition behaviour in addition to existing theories. 
 Combine information sharing and information acquisition theories to 
formulate an overall model of information usage (Wilson, 2000). This 




 Investigate frequency of information sharing and acquisition as well as 
sharing and acquisition cost per transaction. These parameters may vary 
for different types of social media or online communities. This may 
allow for explanation of user decision to choose a particular website to 
share or acquire information. 
 Investigate ease of monitoring information sharing and acquisition 
behaviour. This is likely to vary for different types of social media and 
online communities and for direct exchange. Finding better ways of 
monitoring such behaviour could help to design better incentive systems 
for promoting usage of the websites. 
 Study the processes and mechanisms for information seekers to search 
for and evaluate the information quality (Kuhlthau, 1988; Pirolli, 2007; 
Zipf, 1949). These mechanisms may vary for different types of social 
media and online communities and direct exchange. Assessment and 
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